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 The current paper describes the concepts of emotional intelligence (EI) and 
physical attractiveness in relation to their impact on applicant evaluations. As EI has been 
shown to be linked to work outcomes including job performance, job satisfaction and 
interpersonal relationships, and as physical attractiveness has been found to influence 
rater decisions and perceptions of intellectual competence, an examination of these 
constructs in concert was the focus of the current study. Results found that, on average, 
attractive employees, older employees, and male employees were rated higher on several 
dimensions than their counterparts. There was no support for rater EI being linked to 
attractiveness- or age-related evaluation bias or for rater gender being related to 
attractiveness- or gender-related rating bias. However, results found that individuals with 
low EI were less consistent in their ratings, when job irrelevant information was disclosed 
versus undisclosed, than those with high EI. Implications and recommendations for future 
research are discussed.
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A Beautiful Mind: Examining the Effects of Emotional Intelligence and Physical 
Attractiveness on Employee Evaluations 
 Compared to the workforce several decades ago, a variety of influential factors, 
such as changes in demographics (e.g., an increase in women, racial minorities, and 
immigrants), a deeper understanding and sensitivity of cultural differences, and the rise 
in technological advancements, are impacting workplace dynamics. As new jobs are 
formed and competition becomes more fierce, organizations must develop innovative 
strategies that provide a competitive edge, such as attracting and retaining talented 
employees (Holland, Sheehan, & De Cieri, 2007). It is critical for organizations to find 
employees with transferrable skills and the ability to adapt quickly to changes; therefore, 
human resource professionals are key in identifying, evaluating, and developing these 
individuals.  
 Human resource professionals may assess numerous objective (e.g., college 
GPA) and subjective (e.g., personality) attributes to determine whether potential job 
candidates meet certain qualifications. However, there also are other factors not relevant 
to the job that may influence judgment and decision making. Such influences may result 
in inaccurate evaluations or lead to bias, discrimination, or prejudice, which could create 
costly legal consequences. Therefore, it is important to consider these factors in a variety 
of workplace contexts, such as in hiring and performance evaluation, as inaccurate 
assessments may lead to hiring or promoting those who are not qualified or best suited 
for certain positions.  
 One factor that is highly influential in decision making is the physical 
attractiveness of the individual being judged or evaluated. Specifically, Hosoda, Stone-
 2 
 
Romero, and Coats (2003) found that attractive job applicants were perceived as more 
intellectually competent. Attractiveness, albeit irrelevant to one’s job functions in most 
positions, certainly plays a role in decision making, so organizations should be aware of 
its potential negative influences and consequences. In addition to features specific to the 
ratee, there are also characteristics of the rater or evaluator that can influence the 
evaluation or perception of employees. Cognitive intelligence or general mental ability is 
an important construct that is applicable to organizations because it has been established 
as an important predictor of job performance (Hülsheger, Maier, & Stumpp, 2012; 
Schmidt & Hunter, 1998, 2004) and personal income (Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, & 
Barrick, 1999). However, one type of intelligence discovered over twenty years ago is 
that of emotional intelligence (EI; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). As previous research has 
not examined the interactive effect of rater EI and ratee physical attractiveness, this 
study will examine both constructs and their impact on ratee evaluations. 
 This paper is structured such that it provides a review of the predictors of EI, 
variables associated with EI (i.e., emotional regulation and emotional labor), and various 
methods of measuring EI, followed by a discussion of the stereotypes and negative 
outcomes associated with physical attractiveness. The subsequent sections will identify 
contributing factors and underlying influences to the occurrence or development of the 
physical attractiveness stereotype. Finally, there will be a discussion of rater EI and ratee 
physical attractiveness and their role in influencing employee evaluations.  
Emotional Intelligence 
EI is an emerging field that has received considerable attention over the past few 
decades. EI, according to Mayer and Salovey (1993), is a form of social intelligence more 
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broadly described as recognizing and managing human behavior and psychological 
states, as EI refers to one’s ability to recognize, evaluate, and alter one’s emotions based 
on various dispositional influences (e.g., unstable moods, experience of emotions). EI is 
recognized as a type of intelligence, as Mayer, Caruso, and Salovey (1999) found that, as 
measured by the Multifactor EI Scale (MEIS), the EI construct met all three types of 
intelligence criteria (i.e., EI consists of many abilities that can be measured, EI can be 
linked and distinguished from other intelligences, and EI can develop over time and with 
experience).  
In an organizational setting, managing one’s emotions can be valuable in several 
aspects. Namely, emotional intelligence is beneficial for the individual because EI is 
related to increased happiness, mental health, and well-being (Ford & Tamir, 2012). 
Mayer and Salovey (1993) found that individuals with high levels of EI were more 
empathetic and could better recognize subtleties in mood changes or facial expressions. 
This may increase the quality of social relationships due to one’s ability to respond to 
coworkers more effectively, thereby helping to alleviate interpersonal conflict and stress 
(Lopes et al., 2004).  
EI is also distinct from other related constructs, namely emotional regulation and 
emotional labor, and their similarity in definition and application may lead to 
misinterpretation or confusion. Indeed, each construct is uniquely related to 
organizational functioning; however, the focus of this paper is to examine EI due to its 
prevailing influence on factors such as job performance (O’Boyle, Humphrey, Pollack, 
Hawver, & Story, 2011) and workplace stress (Oginska-Bulik, 2005). As such, the 
following sections will describe (a) concepts that are related to EI, (b) how EI is 
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measured, and (c) relevant variables or outcomes (e.g., social relationships, personality) 
that are associated with EI. 
Emotional Regulation & Emotional Labor 
The concept of emotional regulation is a component of EI that refers to the 
influence individuals can have on the occurrence, expression, existence, and process by 
which they experience their emotions (Gross, 1998b; for emotional regulation models see 
Mayer & Salovey, 1995), whereas emotional intelligence is a broader concept that also 
includes perceiving, understanding, and recognizing one’s own as well as others’ 
emotions (Oginska-Bulik, 2005). Emotions, unlike moods, are much more complex, last 
for short periods of time, and occur as a result of specific behaviors (Kanfer & 
Kantrowitz, 2003), such as reacting ecstatically when one receives a promotion. 
Emotions involve cognitive, motivational, and neurological processes, whereas moods 
are stable and last for longer periods of time. For instance, individuals may be 
characterized as positive people because they are always in a good mood.  
Emotions can be expressed in the workplace directly by expressing a specific 
emotion such as anger, or indirectly by affecting motivation. Social interaction, including 
others’ emotional cues or situations within the workplace such as year-end performance 
evaluations, trigger emotional responses and influence behavior (Kanfer & Kantrowitz, 
2003). Emotional regulation involves the modification and expression of one’s emotions, 
depending on the situation (Grandey, 2000). Individuals who regulate their emotions are 
able to identify, control, and modify emotions that are not appropriate for a specific 
context such as yelling at a client, and instead are able to express an emotion that is more 
acceptable, such as speaking respectfully and in a friendly manner. Adequate regulation 
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of emotions can also lead to increased psychological well-being (Gross, 1998a) and may 
be beneficial in situations that involve high levels of interpersonal interaction, such as is 
the case in retail occupations (Grandey, 2000). These types of positions are emotionally 
draining and thus lead to increased stress levels, which are both physically and 
psychologically detrimental to the employee; therefore, employees who are able to 
regulate their emotions more effectively are able to express more desirable or acceptable 
emotions in workplace contexts.  
However, negative outcomes (e.g., burnout and stress) are also associated with an 
employee’s effort to modify his/her feelings and emotional expressions (Grandey, 2000). 
There are two ways (i.e., surface and deep acting) in which employees can manage their 
emotions, and this usually occurs when communication with customers is high and when 
expressing certain emotions is linked to one’s wage. Surface acting may be viewed as a 
more a superficial way of managing emotions because the employee regulates emotions 
that are directly observable, such as putting on a happy face, even when one feels upset or 
frustrated (Grandey). On the other hand, deep acting occurs when the employee attempts 
to alter their own feelings, such that when these individuals have a smile on their face, it 
is because they actually feel that emotion and are not suppressing other, unwanted 
feelings. 
Emotional labor involves the regulation of emotions as part of one’s job duties, 
specifically by expressing emotions that may be inconsistent with one’s true emotional 
state (Bono & Vey, 2005; Grandey, 2000). Additionally, employees must fake or 
suppress their emotions in order to perform their job effectively to ensure that it is in 
accordance with organizational expectations or procedures, which can be draining as it 
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requires additional resources. This may occur, for example, when a hostess must greet a 
customer in a friendly and positive manner, even when the previous customer was rude or 
disrespectful. Even though this is an acceptable response, it may be taxing on the 
individual because they have to suppress their true emotions. Emotional labor may occur 
in occupations other than customer service such as therapy (Grandey), nursing, and 
service work (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002). Additionally, emotional labor has been 
linked to EI, as supervisors with higher EI have been shown to encourage their 
subordinates to react more positively to customers and engage in emotional labor 
(O’Boyle et al., 2011). However, this reaction increases emotional labor, and although 
emotional labor may benefit the organization (e.g., excellent customer service is a 
prerequisite for success), it may be harmful to the employee through decreased job 
performance and increased burnout and withdrawal behaviors (Grandey, 2000).  
EI is important for emotional labor because it may help alleviate the negative 
effects associated with high levels of customer service interaction because individuals 
can more easily recognize negative emotions and manage their stress in healthier and 
more adaptive ways (Oginska-Bulik, 2005). Namely, EI could decrease harmful physical 
symptoms, as individuals who suppress negative emotions have been demonstrated to 
have increased sympathetic symptoms (Gross, 1998b), which can increase stress levels 
and impair performance. Notably, Oginska-Bulik (2005) assessed occupational stress and 
health in human service workers and found that people with higher levels of EI were less 
susceptible to negative mental health outcomes such as depression. 
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Thus, EI is not only distinct from related concepts such as emotional regulation 
and emotional labor, but EI has also been shown to be an important predictor of a number 
of work outcomes. As such, a review of EI measurement techniques is provided below.  
Measures of Emotional Intelligence 
EI measurement may vary depending on how EI is operationalized, specifically 
whether one uses a trait-based or performance-based test (Sharma, Gangopadhyay, 
Austin, & Mandal, 2013). O’Boyle et al. (2011) suggested that research be separated into 
three areas, namely (a) ability tests which originated from Mayer and Salovey’s EI 
model, (b) self-report measures based on the EI model, and (c) self-report mixed models 
or tests measuring EI and other social skills such as personality traits. When EI is 
expressed as a trait, self-report measures are commonly used, whereas when EI is defined 
as an ability or skill, it is typically measured using performance-based tests (Mayer, 
Salovey, Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003; Sharma et al., 2013). Although there are many ways 
to measure EI, a thorough discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of such measures is 
tangential to the current paper. Thus, the following section will compare a sampling of 
the tools used to measure EI. 
Whereas the trait- and performance-based approaches are the most common forms 
of EI measurement (Burrus, Betancourt, Holtzman, & Minsky, 2012), some have argued 
that these measurement approaches are actually assessing two distinct constructs. Trait-
based EI is measured using self-report and correlates highly with personality traits. 
Mixed models also use self-report but are more related with personality than cognitive 
ability, whereas ability-based EI measures are most related to cognitive abilities (Austin, 
2010; Sharma et al., 2013). In fact, a recent study demonstrated that trait-based EI 
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measures only correlated .14 with ability measures; therefore, the weak relationship 
between these two types of measures raises questions regarding the construct itself 
(Sharma et al., 2013). Further, mixed models and ability-based EI measures both measure 
cognitive ability in addition to EI; however, if one individual completes both 
assessments, the results will differ for each measure, indicating unreliability. Therefore, 
measures of EI may not be reliable because different types of EI measures assess slightly 
different constructs, and thus result in inconsistent scores for one individual.  
 The 141-item Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) is a 
widely used and reliable measure of ability-based EI (Mayer et al., 2003). Researchers 
have used this measure to examine EI in relation to cognitive intelligence, job 
performance (Côté & Miners, 2006), and social interaction (Lopes et al., 2004). However, 
there are several problems with ability EI measures. For example, the MSCEIT has 
adequate test-retest reliability; however, as correct answers are determined by the 
consensus of the scoring group, recent work has demonstrated low inter-group scoring 
reliability, such that emotions experts (i.e., members of the International Society for 
Research on Emotions) were found to be more reliable and had greater consensus 
regarding correct responses than the general public (Mayer et al., 2003; Mayer, Salovey, 
& Caruso, 2004). Rossen and Kranzler (2009) examined the validity of the MSCEIT but 
did not find significant incremental evidence after controlling for intelligence and 
personality in the prediction of academic achievement, peer attachment, and 
psychological well-being, thus suggesting that ability EI measures may not predict unique 
variance in these theoretically relevant outcomes beyond personality and cognitive 
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ability. Also, EI was predictive of positive relations with others and alcohol use but the 
amount of variance explained was minimal (i.e., 1% and 4%, respectively).  
 Despite criticisms regarding the MSCEIT, this measure has been used as a model 
to develop other measures of EI such as the Schutte Self-report Emotional Intelligence 
Scale (SSREI), a self-report mixed model (Ng, Wang, Kim, & Bodenhorn, 2009); the 
MEIS, an ability measure (Kunnanatt, 2004); and the Bar-On Emotional Quotient 
Inventory (EQi; Schutte et al., 1998), a self-report mixed model which measures 
emotional skills or the EI Quotient (EQ). The EQi has exhibited evidence of discriminant 
and predictive validity, and several of the scale components have been found to be 
positively related to skills included in Salovey and Mayer’s (1990) MSCEIT. The EQi 
measure also is regarded as one of the most accepted measures of EI (Fernandez, 2007; 
Sharma et al., 2013) and may be valuable to organizations that are interested in assessing 
their employees’ levels of EI.  
 There are several criticisms of trait EI, namely that the construct may be 
recognized, at best, as a lower level personality trait, instead of a unique and stable 
measure of intelligence (Gardner & Qualter, 2010). Additionally, self-report measures are 
used to examine trait EI, such as the Schutte Emotional Intelligence Scale, the 
Multidimensional Emotional Intelligence Assessment, and the Trait Emotional 
Intelligence Questionnaire (Gardner & Qualter), which may lead to faking, social 
desirability tendencies, and inaccurate responses (Rossen & Kranzler, 2009). However, 
Choi, Kluemper, and Sauley (2011) found that although participants were susceptible to 
social desirability on self-report measures, it was not to the extent that, when controlling 
for these tendencies, it significantly affected their predictive validity. Fakeability also 
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seems to be more problematic with trait-based EI measures than skill-based assessments 
(Sharma et al., 2013).  
 Regarding the validity of trait EI measures, Gardner and Qualter (2010) 
demonstrated the incremental validity of the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire. 
This scale was predictive of more criteria (i.e., alcohol abuse, hostility, loneliness, 
happiness, life satisfaction) than the Schutte EI Scale and the Multidimensional EI 
Assessment (also trait-based scales), while controlling for personality, age, and gender. 
Additionally, Ng and colleagues (2009) found that the SSREI yielded both criterion-
related and convergent validity. Sharma and colleagues (2013) developed a situational 
judgment test to measure EI, and study results demonstrated criterion-related and 
construct validity by predicting life satisfaction and academic achievement and 
demonstrating low correlations with intelligence (Raven’s Progressive Matrices) and 
personality (NEO-FFI) measures. However, similar to self-report measures, the judgment 
test was also susceptible to socially desirable responding. Thus, whereas EI measures 
may have limitations, a number of studies have used these measures to link EI to 
workplace outcomes. As such, the following section highlights research identifying EI as 
an antecedent of various work-related criteria. 
Outcomes Associated with Emotional Intelligence 
Extant research has demonstrated that EI is positively related to job performance, 
cognitive ability, each of the Big Five personality traits (O’Boyle et al., 2011), and 
academic performance (Hogan et al., 2010; Mayer et al., 2004; Parker et al., 2004; Van 
Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004). Notably, Côté and Miners (2006) found interactions 
between cognitive ability, EI, job performance, and organizational citizenship behaviors, 
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such that as cognitive ability decreased, EI was more predictive of task-based job 
performance and organizational citizenship behavior aimed at the organization. Thus, 
these findings suggest that individuals high in EI may be able to compensate for low 
cognitive ability, in order to achieve higher levels of job performance. 
EI also plays a role in helping individuals maintain positive social relationships, 
as emotionally intelligent individuals are more empathetic and report experiencing less 
conflict with others (Lopes et al., 2004). In addition, emotionally intelligent individuals 
maintain better moods due to their ability to experience or perceive events as less 
negative (Ford & Tamir, 2012; Mayer & Salovey, 1993). EI also has been linked to job 
satisfaction and affect, such that the relationship between EI and satisfaction was 
mediated by affect, with EI more strongly affecting positive affect than negative affect 
(Kafetsios & Zampetakis, 2008). Lopes et al. (2004) examined EI as a predictor of 
quality interpersonal relationships and found that EI was positively linked to the strength 
of relationships among friends. Côté and Miners (2006) found similar results among full-
time employees, demonstrating that workers high in EI maintained closer relationships 
and experienced less conflict than those low in EI. 
EI is an influential and important attribute that may affect several aspects of the 
workplace, including decision making (e.g., a rater’s attributions about an applicant in a 
selection context may be influenced by his/her ability to better recognize one’s own and 
others’ emotional states). However, there are other characteristics of both the rater and 
applicant that affect decision making. For example, Gilmore, Beehr, and Love (1986) 
found that the attractiveness of the applicant positively influenced rater evaluations 
during an interview, such that attractive individuals were perceived as being more 
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personable and more competent in their job, and thus more likely to be hired. Likewise, 
Morrow (1990) noted that more attractive applicants are viewed as more likely to be 
qualified for jobs and are more likely to receive higher salaries. As such, the following 
sections will discuss the impact of physical attractiveness perceptions on decision making 
in the workplace. 
Physical Attractiveness Stereotypes in the Workplace 
Physical attractiveness is a highly influential characteristic in human social 
interaction that influences one’s perceptions and evaluations of others (Jackson, Hunter, 
& Hodge, 1995). However, there are also detriments associated with physical 
attractiveness that may have implications for employees, job candidates, and 
organizations. For example, attractive individuals have been shown to be perceived as 
possessing more desirable traits and abilities than unattractive people (Feingold, 1992), 
which may affect judgments or inferences regarding intellect and performance, which are 
important to a variety of employment practices such as those related to selection or 
performance appraisal.  
Dion, Berscheid, and Walster (1972) found that, compared to unattractive 
individuals, attractive men and women were perceived as holding more prestigious 
occupations, having happier marriages, and being more competent as spouses, and these 
differences held true regardless of the sex of the rater. Research also has found that 
attractive applicants are more likely than unattractive individuals to be hired and receive 
promotions and higher salaries, even when there were no differences in terms of 
intelligence (Rhode, 2010). Known as the physical attractiveness stereotype, a variety of 
researchers have examined this phenomenon, finding that people tend to judge attractive 
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individuals as more socially desirable (Eagly, Ashmore, Makhijani, & Longo, 1991; 
Hosoda et al., 2003; Jackson et al., 1995; Judge, Hurst, & Simon, 2009). Since physical 
attractiveness affects inferences about one’s professional and personal life (Dion et al., 
1972), it is important to examine these influences within an organizational setting.  
In the following sections, there will be (a) a discussion of relevant theories and 
research that have been used to explain the existence of the physical attractiveness 
stereotype, (b) an explanation of the various outcomes associated with the physical 
attractiveness stereotype, and (c) a review of additional factors that may negatively 
influence this phenomenon. 
Theoretical Background for Physical Attractiveness 
Implicit personality theory describes a mental process that affects an individual’s 
expectations and inferences regarding others’ traits and behaviors (Jackson et al., 1995). 
Specifically, based on information regarding a person or group of people, an individual 
will view certain traits as fixed, and therefore this information will be used to make 
predictions or inferences concerning future behaviors (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997). 
These attributions are the basis for stereotypes, as individuals identify characteristics that 
they feel describe a specific group of people (Jackson et al., 1995). As a result, this 
impacts perceivers’ perceptions of those individuals because they expect behaviors that 
are consistent with their preconceived beliefs to occur (Chiu et al., 1997).  
This theory has been supported in a number of studies and applied to the physical 
attractiveness stereotype in that stereotypes have been shown to be developed based on 
perceptions of the relationship between attractiveness and personal attributes (Eagly et 
al., 1991; Hosoda et al., 2003; Jackson et al., 1995). For example, an individual may 
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make certain inferences about physically attractive women based on erroneous 
attributions; specifically, attributes such as incompetence and lower levels of intelligence 
may be attributed to women who dress in a sexy manner, especially in high-status jobs 
such as managerial positions (Glick, Larsen, Johnson, & Branstiter, 2005). Hosoda and 
colleagues (2003) applied implicit personality theory in a selection context to examine 
whether the attractiveness bias was linked to job-related outcomes. They found that such 
bias affected decision making, such that individuals rated attractive applicants more 
favorably in terms of their social and intellectual competence. 
In addition, the expectancy theory framework states that individuals may have 
expectations about a certain group that influence their behavior towards that group 
(Feingold, 1992). Subsequently, the manner in which that individual behaves may affect 
the group members’ behavior in a way that reinforces one’s expectations or preconceived 
ideas about that group. In essence, this is a reciprocal process that can reinforce one’s 
negative perceptions, attitudes, and behavior towards a targeted group. Additionally, this 
theory has been applied to attractiveness, such that attractive individuals are expected to 
behave according to others’ expectations, and when the attractive individual’s behavior 
meets expectations, the stereotype becomes reinforced and internalized within the 
perceiver (Feingold, 1992; Jackson et al. 1995).  
Physical attractiveness also can be explained in terms of status characteristics 
theory, which states that two types of characteristics are associated with one’s 
expectations (Umberson & Hughes, 1987) or preconceived beliefs about another group’s 
abilities (Berger & Fisek, 1970). Diffuse characteristics are those that can be applied to 
various contexts, such as the expectation that men will outperform women in several 
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areas such as sports and academics. Specific characteristics are only applied to a specific 
context, such as the expectation that men outperform women on standardized exams. 
Umberson and Hughes (1987) applied status characteristics theory to explain the effects 
of physical attractiveness on personal well-being and achievement (i.e., education, 
occupational prestige, income), and more specifically, described attractiveness as a 
diffuse status characteristic, or one that generalizes to other situations. Study results 
demonstrated that attractiveness was predictive of several dimensions of psychological 
well-being (i.e., stress, personal competence, affect, happiness, satisfaction) and four 
measures of achievement (i.e., prestigious occupation, personal and family income, 
education), such that attractive individuals were evaluated more positively regarding 
these characteristics.  
Whereas the theories described above help explain the underlying contributors to 
the physical attractiveness stereotype, there also are various societal factors that reinforce 
and exacerbate the stereotype, such as advertisements in the media. Therefore, several 
societal influences that may further increase the prevalence and occurrence of such 
stereotypes will be discussed.  
Reinforcements of the Physical Attractiveness Stereotype 
The emphasis on appearance and beauty is steadily increasing in the United States 
(Judge et al., 2009). In fact, over $200 billion is spent on appearance alone in the United 
States, and women account for 80 to 90 percent of beauty-related purchases (Rhode, 
2010). Additionally, entertainment media reinforces the attractiveness stereotype by over-
representing images of attractive people (Feingold, 1992). A heavy emphasis on sex 
appeal and extreme levels of physical attractiveness partly can be explained by the 
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advertisement and entertainment industries, as it has been estimated that people view 
more than an astounding 3,000 advertisements daily (Baker, 2005).  
Sadly, girls are targeted at a very young age and pressured by the media to reach 
an ideal, yet often unattainable body type (Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 1997; 
Jefferson & Stake, 2009). Grossly underweight women are overrepresented and glorified 
in the media, yet, only five percent of women in the United States actually fit in the same 
weight category (Rhode, 2010). Women are also often objectified or portrayed as sex 
objects in advertisements (Baker, 2005; Wright, 2009), potentially leading to damaging 
psychological consequences such as eating disorders for young adults and adolescents 
(Chittenden, 2010; Knauss, Paxton, & Alsaker, 2008; Lawrie, Sullivan, Davies & Hill, 
2006; Rhode, 2010; Rouner, Slater, & Domenech-Rodriguez, 2003; Tiggemann & Miller, 
2010). Notably, the media may contribute to the development of inaccurate stereotypes 
based on preconceived gender roles in which men and women must assume certain social 
functions (Eagly & Steffan, 1984; Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 1997).  
Certainly, the media may play a large role in reinforcing the physical 
attractiveness stereotype due to emphasis on beauty and sex appeal. As the emphasis on 
appearance continues to expand, societal pressures encourage men and women and young 
adults to conform and mold themselves into an image that is compatible with what is 
presented and idolized in the media (Rhode, 2010). As such, women are pressured or 
influenced to dress or act more provocatively or sexy, and as a result, this sexy 
appearance may lead to harmful evaluations (e.g., sexy women in higher positions have 
been shown to be perceived as less intelligent and less competent; Glick et al., 2005). In 
essence, women especially face challenges in the workplace, as unattractive or highly 
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attractive women may be at a disadvantage (Rhode, 2010). Therefore, the next section 
will review outcomes related to physical attractiveness and explain how the physical 
attractiveness stereotype may negatively impact both employees and organizations. 
Outcomes Associated with Physical Attractiveness 
Physical attractiveness may impair one’s judgment because unattractive 
individuals are perceived as possessing negative traits, even when those same traits are 
judged positively for attractive individuals (Bar-Tal & Sax, 1976). In previous studies, 
the effect of physical attractiveness has been studied in relation to general mental ability, 
core self-evaluations, income (Judge et al., 2009), intellectual competence (Eagly et al., 
1991; Jackson et al., 1995), academic ability (Feingold, 1992), job performance (Hosoda 
et al., 2003), and personality (Eagly et al., 1991; Feingold, 1992; Judge et al., 2009; 
Wade, 2000). This may be because the rater can make more comparisons as opposed to 
evaluating only one candidate during a given time period; however, this also leads to 
increased bias against unattractive applicants. Study results revealed that attractiveness 
was highly influential in the selection process, and surprisingly, college-age raters were 
just as susceptible to the physical attractiveness bias as personnel professionals.  
Jackson and colleagues (1995) found that males were more affected by 
perceptions of attractiveness than females, such that attractive males were perceived as 
more intellectually competent than unattractive males. The gender differences can be 
explained by status characteristics theory, because males, especially attractive males, are 
expected to have higher levels of intellect and status than females. Likewise, Feingold 
(1992) found positive correlations between social behaviors, extraversion, self-esteem, 
and physical attractiveness, which is consistent with both Eagly and colleagues’ (1991) 
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and Wade’s (2000) findings with regard to the link between self-esteem and 
attractiveness.  
Other research has demonstrated that attractive individuals were perceived as 
more intelligent, extraverted, and popular than their counterparts (Judge et al., 2009), 
suggesting that physical attractiveness does play a role in predicting perceptions of one’s 
abilities, personality, and other characteristics. This may be especially influential in 
situations where employees are judged based on their performance or job experience, 
such that attractive applicants are judged more favorably than unattractive applicants, 
which can lead to bias and inaccurate ratings. Nevertheless, discrimination based on an 
employee’s appearance is not job related in most cases and not fair because it may 
exclude qualified and competent unattractive employees from receiving rewards (e.g., 
promotions, year-end bonuses) that other, attractive employees may receive. Further, 
there is debate as to whether individuals who have been discriminated against based on 
their appearance should be entitled to compensatory damages (Rhode, 2010). Several 
states, such as Michigan, have prohibited discrimination based on height and weight in 
the workplace; however, many cases have been dismissed due to the lack of sufficient 
evidence, such as proving that discrimination based on appearance was the only cause of 
negative outcomes. For this reason, most cases do not even reach the courts. Therefore, 
the legality of this area continues to raise concern for organizations and employees.  
As physical attractiveness may lead to discrimination, bias, and even legal 
ramifications, it is important to understand how the effects of attractiveness can impact 
decision making, especially because research has demonstrated that one’s attractiveness 
contributes to perceptions related to job competence (Gilmore et al., 1986) and 
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intelligence (Jackson et al., 1995). As performance evaluations are a critical aspect of 
one’s job, it is crucial to examine this type of bias because several job-related outcomes 
are associated with performance appraisals, such as promotions, terminations, transfers, 
and rewards (e.g., bonuses or raises). Additionally, the emotional intelligence of the rater 
may be predictive of whether these individuals can provide consistent and accurate 
ratings, as individuals with high EI are able to understand, process, and regulate their 
emotions more effectively (Oginska-Bulik, 2005), in addition to achieving higher levels 
of job performance (Côté & Miners, 2006). In addition, emotionally intelligent raters may 
be able to make more accurate judgments because they are more sensitive and empathetic 
towards others (Sears & Holmvall, 2010). Therefore, the final section of this literature 
review will examine how both EI and physical attractiveness could interactively impact 
decision making in the workplace. 
Integration of Emotional Intelligence and Physical Attractiveness in the Workplace 
Previous research has demonstrated that attractive individuals are treated more 
positively by others and are perceived as having more desirable traits (Eagly et al., 1991). 
This physical attractiveness stereotype may influence one’s judgment and behavior 
towards an attractive individual (Judge et al., 2009) such that they are perceived as more 
intellectually able (Jackson et al., 1995), socially competent (Feingold, 1992), or 
qualified for a job (Hosoda et al., 2003). Additionally, unattractive employees are more 
likely to be terminated because they are perceived as less likeable such that negative 
behaviors could be more easily attributed to that individual, which justifies the raters’ 
decision to terminate the individual (Commisso & Finkelstein, 2012).  
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Because previous research demonstrated that evaluation bias may occur in a way 
that negatively impacts both unattractive and female applicants (Morrow, 1990), Cann, 
Siegfried, and Pearce (1981) conducted a study in which they focused the raters’ attention 
on other aspects of the ratee, such as their job qualifications; however, applicant 
attractiveness and sex still had an effect on hiring decisions such that male and more 
attractive applicants were preferred over females and unattractive applicants, regardless 
of rater sex. Additionally, female raters have been shown to demonstrate bias against 
unattractive female applicants who were applying for a managerial position (Dipboye, 
Arvey, & Terpstra, 1977). Similarly, Commisso and Finkelstein (2012) found that 
likeability mediated the relationship between termination and attractiveness, such that 
low performing, unattractive employees were more likely to be terminated because they 
were perceived as less likeable. However, this study only used photos of women. 
Likewise, Watkins and Johnston (2000) also used only photos of female applicants and 
found that attractiveness was beneficial when performance was mediocre but did not 
impact decision making when performance was high. Chung and Leung (1988) examined 
the effects of attractiveness on promotion decisions and found that attractiveness 
increased the likelihood of getting a promotion but only when performance was average. 
As such, attractiveness can be used a secondary source of information used in evaluating 
employees and in decision making. Thus, consistent with previous research, it is expected 
that more physically attractive employees will receive more favorable evaluations than 
less attractive individuals. 
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Hypothesis 1 (H1): Ratee physical attractiveness will be positively related to 
employee evaluations such that more attractive employees will be evaluated more 
favorably than less attractive employees (see Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1. Ratee physical attractiveness as a main effect for employee evaluations. 
There are several outcomes and consequences related to physical attractiveness; 
however, the impact of the evaluator’s EI should also be considered. Individuals with 
high levels of EI are generally more emotionally stable, have more positive interpersonal 
interactions (Lopes et al., 2004; Mayer & Salovey, 1993), perform better at their job 
(Côté, S. & Miners, 2006; O’Boyle et al., 2011), and experience less stress when they 
adequately regulate their emotions (Grandey, 2000; Oginska-Bulik, 2005). EI and 
physical attractiveness have not been studied together; however, research has shown that 
there may be links between each area, possibly through mechanisms such as self-
awareness (Berman & West, 2008). Self-awareness has been studied in conjunction with 
EI because it involves realizing the influence of one’s own emotions, being aware of 
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one’s tendencies, and responding after evaluating those emotions. Research has examined 
this concept in relation to rating bias, such that self-ratings completed by self-aware 
individuals were shown to be less discrepant than ratings completed by others, which 
demonstrates that self-aware individuals provided more accurate self-ratings because they 
were less susceptible to making biased decisions (Bratton, Dodd, & Brown, 2010). In 
addition, study results indicated that self-aware managers were also higher in EI.  
Even though extensive research has been conducted on both physical 
attractiveness and EI separately, the two topics have not been studied in conjunction with 
one another. However, as individuals with high EI have been shown to be highly self-
aware, which reduces bias in self-ratings (Bratton et al., 2010), it also may be the case 
that EI impacts whether raters are susceptible to other subjective influences, such as the 
attractiveness of the applicant. Specifically, it is expected that individuals with high EI 
will be able to identify other potential types of bias, such as the impact of ratee physical 
attractiveness, because they are better able to manage and regulate their emotions. As a 
result, it is expected that these individuals will rate more consistently across situations in 
which physical attractiveness information is provided, versus when ratee attractiveness is 
unknown, than those with low EI because they will be less impacted by the effects of the 
ratee’s appearance. 
Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Rater EI will be negatively related to the amount of change 
in evaluation ratings when ratee physical attractiveness information is disclosed 
versus undisclosed such that raters with high EI will demonstrate less change (see 
Figure 2.1).  
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Figure 2.1. Rater emotional intelligence as a main effect for amount of change in 
employee evaluations. 
In addition, employees with high EI have been shown to be able to make more 
ethical decisions because they are able to manage and understand their emotions, 
especially negative emotions, more effectively than those with low EI (Krishnakumar & 
Rymph, 2012). Research has demonstrated that individuals refrain from making unethical 
decisions to avoid guilt, because guilt is an uncomfortable emotion that they want to 
reduce (Krishnakumar & Rymph). Additionally, individuals low in EI may be unaware 
that irrelevant information influences their decisions (Yip & Côté, 2013). This research 
may be extended to decision making and the physical attractiveness bias such that 
individuals low in EI may be more susceptible to the influences of attractiveness. It is 
expected that they will make poorer or inaccurate decisions, as they are unable to 
distinguish between irrelevant and relevant (e.g., job performance) information. Thus, if 
they are unable to identify irrelevant information, then as a result, they will not be able to 
recognize the effect this has on decision making. Therefore, it is expected that individuals 
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low in EI will evaluate attractive employees more favorably, because they may be unable 
to prevent irrelevant information from affecting decision making, thus increasing the 
likelihood of making an unethical decision.  
Hypothesis 2b (Hb): Rater EI will moderate the relation between ratee physical 
attractiveness and employee evaluations such that only raters with lower EI will 
evaluate attractive employees more favorably than unattractive employees (see 
Figure 2.2).  
 
Figure 2.2. Rater emotional intelligence as a moderator of attractiveness and employee 
evaluations. 
Impactful Ratee Characteristics 
 Characteristics of the ratee that can influence individual judgments also have been 
researched, such as body weight (Nieminen et al., 2013), race (Pulakos, White, Oppler, & 
Borman, 1989), familiarity and feelings towards the rater (Brutus, Petosa, & Aucoin, 
2005), and rater-ratee similarity (Ostroff, Atwater, & Feinberg, 2004). For example, 
stereotypes for overweight individuals contribute to bias because these individuals are 
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often perceived as lazy and undisciplined, and judgments of overweight women are more 
extreme than those of overweight men (Rhode, 2010). In addition to the physical 
attractiveness of the employee, age may impact employee evaluations, especially because 
older individuals have been shown to be perceived to be less attractive and, as a result, 
receive less positive evaluations (Morrow, 1990). Quereshi and Kay (1986) examined the 
attractiveness, age, and sex of applicants in relation to their level of employability for 
certain positions (i.e., government, education, private sector). Résumés with 
corresponding photographs of hypothetical candidates were given to raters. Results 
demonstrated that physically attractive and younger candidates were rated higher in terms 
of qualifications and were thus more likely to be hired. Further, the effects of ageism also 
impacted decision making such that younger male raters rated older candidates 
significantly lower than younger applicants, whereas older female raters rated younger 
candidates less favorably than older candidates. As the current study will utilize a 
college-age sample, it is expected that younger employees will be rated more favorably 
than older employees due to the effects of ageism.  
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Ratee age will be negatively related to employee evaluations 
such that younger employees will be evaluated more favorably than older 
employees (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Ratee age as a main effect for employee evaluations. 
In conjunction with age, gender also influences decision making such that older 
males have been shown to be perceived as more attractive than older females (Morrow, 
1990; Ostroff et al., 2004). This may be due to the increasing societal pressures and 
stereotypes of women to appear youthful and beautiful. Additionally, males are given 
high performance ratings, unless males represent less than half of the work group, 
because they are perceived as more experienced and having higher ability than female 
workers (Sackett, DuBois, & Noe, 1991). A later study also found that attractive 
applicants were more likely to be hired, and male applicants were preferred for male-
dominant positions, whereas females were preferred for female-dominant positions 
(Jawahar & Mattsson, 2005). Additionally, regardless of whether the position was male 
or female-dominated, attractive male applicants were preferred over unattractive males as 
well as both attractive and unattractive females. Therefore, the type of position that one is 
applying for also has an effect on hiring decisions. Similar results were found in a study 
by Dipboye and colleagues (1977), as male applicants were more likely to be hired for a 
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managerial position and receive higher salaries than females applicants with similar 
qualifications. Male applicants also were rated higher on characteristics such as 
decisiveness, motivation, logic, and assertiveness. The results were similar for physically 
attractive applicants because these individuals were perceived as having more desirable 
traits. Notably, interviewer attractiveness and sex did not impact hiring or salary ratings, 
as males and physically attractive candidates were perceived as more qualified across 
interviewers. In addition, the bias against unattractive applicants became more visible 
when the applicant had low job qualifications. Therefore, in the current study, it is 
expected that raters will provide more positive ratings to male as opposed to female 
employees.  
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Ratee gender will be related to employee evaluations such that 
males will be evaluated more favorably than females (see Figure 4).    
 
Figure 4. Ratee gender as a main effect for employee evaluations. 
In addition, Lysenko and Davydov’s (2012) found that females tended to be more 
sensitive to negative emotions than males. Specifically, three scenarios containing 
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emotionally charged information were read aloud in an unemotional voice to males and 
females. Results found that females were better able to identify, understand, and process 
the emotions that were conveyed in the text than males. As females have been shown to 
be more sensitive to emotional cues, they may be able to regulate and identify their 
emotions better or have higher emotional intelligence than males. Additionally, those 
high in EI have been found to be able to make more ethically sound decisions 
(Krishnakumar & Rymph, 2012), and Brackett, Mayer, and Warner (2004) found that 
males were more likely to be lower in EI. Therefore, because greater emotional 
intelligence may allow raters to be better able to recognize physical attractiveness as a 
type of bias that negatively influences decision making, in the current study, it is 
expected that the physical attractiveness bias will be more pronounced for male raters 
than female raters.  
Hypothesis 5a (H5a): Rater gender will moderate the relation between ratee 
physical attractiveness and employee evaluations such that there will be a greater 
amount of change in evaluation ratings for male raters (with attractive employees 
outscoring unattractive employees) versus no change in ratings for female raters 
(see Figure 5).  
Hypothesis 5b (H5b): Rater gender will not moderate the relation between 
ratee physical attractiveness and employee evaluations, after controlling 
for rater emotional intelligence.  
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Figure 5. Rater gender as a moderator of attractiveness and amount of change in 
employee evaluations 
Likewise, using the same rational as above regarding self-awareness differences 
due to rater EI, it also is expected that EI will moderate the relationship between ratee age 
and employee evaluation bias, such that those high in EI will be less susceptible to age 
discrimination.  
Hypothesis 6 (H6): Rater EI will moderate the relation between ratee age and 
employee evaluations such that there will be a greater amount of change in 
employee evaluations for raters with low EI as compared to raters with high EI, 
such that younger employees will be rated more favorably (see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Rater emotional intelligence as a moderator of age and amount of change in 
employee evaluations.  
In addition, previous research has found that raters rate individuals of the opposite 
sex higher than those of the same sex. For example, a study by Luxen and Van De Vijver 
(2006) examined how college students and Human Resource Management (HRM) 
professionals evaluated hypothetical applicants and made hiring decisions. Results 
demonstrated bias towards same sex applicants such that male college students and HRM 
professionals rated attractive female applicants more favorably than male applicants, and 
female HRM raters preferred attractive male applicants over attractive females.  
Similarly, Anderson and Nida (1978) also found that attractive individuals of the 
opposite sex were rated more favorably. Additionally, in three studies conducted by 
Agthe, Spörrle, and Maner (2011), attractiveness did not benefit applicants, and in some 
cases, it was detrimental to applicants who were the same sex as the rater such that these 
applicants were perceived as less favorable than attractive opposite-sex applicants. 
Specifically, raters were less likely to recommend these individuals for a job and would 
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prefer not to work with these individuals or become friends with them. One explanation 
for differences in ratings was that attractive same sex individuals were perceived as more 
socially threatening. Further, the differences in ratings could also be attributed to 
intrasexual competition, which is based upon evolution and mate or sexual selection. 
Social or work contexts such as personnel selection can increase levels of competition 
among same sex individuals because applicants are perceived as competition.  
However, previous research also has demonstrated the opposite effects, such as in 
the study by Quereshi and Kay (1986), which found that female raters were more lenient 
and tended to rate female applicants more favorably, especially those who were highly 
attractive. Raters who express favoritism towards individuals who are of the same sex or 
race are exhibiting the similar-to-me bias (Rand & Wexley, 1975). Similarly, Varma and 
Stroh (2001) examined the relationship between supervisors and subordinates, as 
supervisors will treat their subordinates differently by devoting more or less time or 
resources. This relationship depends on whether the supervisor perceives the subordinate 
as being in group or out group (i.e., out group individuals receive less favorable 
outcomes). Results demonstrated similar-to-me bias such that supervisors perceived 
subordinates of the same sex more favorably, which consequently resulted in higher 
performance ratings. Previous research lends support to both arguments by using samples 
of college students and professionals (Luxen & Van De Vijver, 2006; Quereshi & Kay; 
Varma & Stroh), thus demonstrating the exhibition of bias by individuals with differing 
levels of job experience, in addition to its generalizability and impact within a variety of 
employment contexts. Thus, as previous research has been inconclusive, in the current 
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study, the relationship between ratee and rater gender will be examined on an exploratory 
basis to determine whether same sex or opposite sex ratees are rated more favorably. 
Research Question 1 (R1): Will rater gender moderate the relation between ratee 
gender and employee evaluations such that same sex or opposite sex ratees will be 
rated more favorably?  
Impactful Rater Characteristics 
 In addition to rater EI and sex, research has demonstrated that rater characteristics 
including age (Dipboye et al., 1977), race, tenure, and education (Ostroff et al., 2004) can 
impact attributions about others. Rater personality has also been linked to the Five Factor 
Model (i.e., openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and 
neuroticism) and core-self-evaluations (CSE; i.e., self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of 
control, and neuroticism) and both EI and physical attractiveness (Brackett al., 2004; Di 
Fabio, Palazzeschi, & Bar-On, 2012; Judge et al., 2009; Lopes et al., 2004). As such, 
rater age, race, work experience, school classification, openness to experience, 
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, and CSE were included in 
the current study as control variables to examine the incremental effects of the study 
variables on employee evaluations. 
Method 
Pilot Study 
 Before data are collected for both session one and two, a pilot study was 
conducted to a) identify performance appraisals corresponding to high and low 
performance and b) classify study photographs into attractive versus unattractive groups. 
One graduate and nine undergraduate psychology research assistants from a Southeastern 
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US university were recruited to participate in the pilot study (mean age of 22.7 years (SD 
= 2.21), 60.0% female, 90.0% White/Caucasian, 50.0% undergraduate seniors). For part 
a, there were a total of twenty appraisals, specifically ten indicative of high performance 
and ten indicative of low performance. The seven items on each performance appraisal 
were related to task performance. A sample item is “Attendance at work is above the 
norm.” The purpose of part a of the pilot study was to identify sixteen performance 
appraisals, specifically eight appraisals corresponding to high performance and eight 
appraisals corresponding to low performance.  
For part b of the pilot study, photographs used in previous studies (see e.g., 
Dennis et al., 2008; Kool, McGuire, Rosen, & Botvinick, 2010) were rated on physical 
attractiveness using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = very unattractive and 7 = very 
attractive, and both estimated age and gender data for the individuals in the photographs 
were collected. Therefore, the purpose of part b of the pilot was to identify photos of 
sixteen individuals with a unique combination of age, gender, and physical attractiveness 
(e.g., a young, attractive female or an older, unattractive male). 
Pilot Study Results 
 In part a of the pilot study, means and 95% confidence intervals around the means 
were examined for each performance appraisal (see Figure 7). Appraisals in which 
participants responded with a rating of four (i.e., the midpoint on the scale) or greater 
were deemed to be indicative of high performance, and appraisals with an average rating 
lower than four were deemed indicative of low performance. Six high performing 
performance appraisals were retained with means that ranged from 5.78 to 6.89, and 
seven low performing performance appraisals were retained with means that ranged from 
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2.33 to 2.89. Confidence intervals around each mean were then computed to examine the 
amount of error around each mean. Materials were deemed to be significantly different 
from one another if their 95% confidence intervals did not overlap. Based on these 
criteria, seven performance appraisals were excluded (i.e., those with means ranging from 
3.78 to 4.67), as they were not clearly indicative of high or low performance.   
 
Figure 7: Pilot study results for performance appraisal ratings. Retained materials of high 
performance appraisals are in solid circles, retained materials of low performance 
appraisals are in dotted circles, materials of modified appraisals indicative low 
performance are circled are in solid triangles, and materials of modified appraisals 
indicative of high performance are in dotted triangles.  
v 
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 As a total of sixteen appraisals are needed for the current study, two performance 
appraisals were modified so as to better represent a high performer, and one appraisal 
was modified so as to better represent a low performer. Specifically, the appraisals with 
mean scores of 4.67 and 4.56 (based on rater scores) were changed by increasing the 
average item scores (on the performance appraisals) to 6.34 and 6.43, respectively, as this 
is more consistent with the six high performing performance appraisals already identified, 
which have item means ranging between 5.78 and 6.56. Likewise, the performance 
appraisal with a mean of 3.78 (based on rater scores) was modified by decreasing the 
average item score on the appraisal to 2.71, which was consistent with the seven low 
performing performance appraisals identified in the pilot study, which had item means 
(on the performance appraisals) ranging from 2.32 to 2.89.  
 In part b of the pilot study, physical attractiveness, age, and gender ratings were 
analyzed by examining means and 95% confidence intervals around the means. First, 
gender was assessed by examining the amount of rater agreement, and materials that did 
not yield one hundred percent agreement (i.e., four images) were excluded (see Figure 8). 
Next, age was examined by splitting the ratings into two groups (i.e., younger and older 
individuals). Younger individuals were identified as those perceived as 30 years of age or 
younger (i.e., seven photos with estimated ages ranging from 21.0 to 25.0 years), whereas 
individuals perceived as forty years or older were identified as older individuals (i.e., five 
photos with estimated ages ranging from 40.0 to 46.0 years; see Figure 9). While some 
excluded photos also fell within the appropriate age ranges, only photos that had high or 
low attractiveness ratings were chosen. Specifically, those with moderate attractiveness 
ratings were excluded.  
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Figure 8. Pilot study results for gender ratings. Materials that were not retained are in 
solid circles. 
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Figure 9. Pilot study results for age ratings. Retained materials of younger individuals are 
circled in dotted circles and retained materials of older individuals are in solid circles. 
 Finally, physical attractiveness ratings were examined within each gender by age 
combination (e.g., young males). Namely, seven unattractive photos with average ratings 
ranging between 2.22 and 3.22 were identified, and five attractive photos that received 
ratings ranging from 4.22 and 5.67 were pinpointed. Other excluded photos had similar 
attractiveness and age ratings as the retained photos; however, ratings for unattractive 
individuals could not exceed a mean score of four and ratings for attractive individuals 
could not have a mean score below four. In addition, photos also had to fall within the 
appropriate age ranges; specifically ratings for younger individuals could not exceed 
thirty, and ratings for older individuals must be forty or higher. Further, only photos with 
100% gender agreement could be selected. Thus, photos must have met each of these 
criteria in order to be retained. Photos were then examined by separating the data by 
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gender (see Figures 10 and 11). Two attractive males, four unattractive males, three 
attractive females, and three unattractive female photos were identified. Note that 
whereas some excluded photos had higher (or lower) attractiveness ratings than the 
retained photos, only photos that fit into the younger or older age groups were chosen. As 
sixteen facial images are needed for the current study, a follow-up pilot study was 
conducted to identity two older, attractive male photos, one older, attractive female 
photo, and one younger, unattractive female photo. 
  
 
Figure 10. Materials identified in pilot study of twenty-four older and younger, attractive 
and unattractive males. Retained materials of attractive males are in solid circles and 
retained materials of unattractive males are in dotted circles. 
Pilot Study: Males 
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Figure 11. Materials identified in pilot study of twenty-four older and younger, attractive 
and unattractive females. Retained materials of attractive females are in solid circles and 
retained materials of unattractive females are in dotted circles.  
 In the follow-up study, the data were analyzed using the same approach as the one 
previously described. Confidence intervals for the physical attractiveness ratings were 
plotted, and a photo was deemed to be significantly different from the others if there was 
no overlap. Gender was examined by assessing level of agreement, and all photos yielded 
one hundred percent agreement (see Figure 12). As a result, no facial images were 
excluded based on this criterion. Next, facial images were separated into younger and 
older individuals; specifically, one group was perceived as ranging in age from twenty to 
thirty years (i.e., the younger group), whereas those perceived to be forty years in age or 
above were identified as older individuals (see Figure 13). More specifically, two older 
Pilot Study: Females 
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male photos with mean ages of 41.50 and 49.90, one older female photo with a mean age 
of 44.40, and one younger female with a mean age of 24.50 were retained. These photos 
were selected by taking into account the attractiveness of each photo by examining the 
95% confidence intervals around the means. 
 
Figure 12. Follow-up pilot study results for gender ratings.  
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Figure 13. Follow-up pilot study results for age ratings. Retained materials of younger 
individuals are in solid circles and retained materials of older individuals are in dotted 
circles. 
 Specifically, older, attractive individuals must have attractiveness ratings no 
lower than four while younger, unattractive individuals could not have attractiveness 
ratings that exceeded four. Therefore, photos with similar age ratings as the retained 
photos were excluded if their ratings did not fall within the appropriate ranges for 
attractiveness. One unattractive facial image had a mean of 2.40 and therefore was 
retained, and three attractive facial images were retained with means of 4.80, 4.80, and 
4.30. The three attractive photos were deemed to be significantly different from the 
identified unattractive photo because the confidence intervals did not overlap with one 
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another. The data were also separated by gender. Some of the attractive male photos were 
not selected, even though their attractiveness ratings were higher than the selected photos 
because their age ratings were slightly lower than one of the selected photos (see Figure 
14). As their average attractiveness ratings were similar, it was more important to select 
the photo based on age, and therefore, certain photos were not selected. In addition, one 
attractive, older female photo was selected because it yielded the highest average 
attractive and age rating (see Figure 15). Similarly, the unattractive, younger female 
photo was selected because it had the lowest average attractiveness and age rating. 
Therefore, these four photos were added to the group of photos identified in the previous 
pilot study, resulting in the necessary sixteen photos of older and younger males and 
females with varying levels of attractiveness. 
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Figure 14. Materials identified in the follow-up pilot study of six older and younger, 
attractive and unattractive males. Retained materials of attractive males are in solid 
circles. 
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Figure 15. Materials identified in follow-up pilot study of six old and younger, attractive 
and unattractive females. Retained materials of attractive females are in solid circles, and 
retained materials of unattractive females are in dotted circles. 
Current Study 
Participants.  
 On hundred and fifty students from a Southeastern university in the United States 
participated in the study (M = 19.35, SD = 1.75) and 62.7% of the sample were female, 
71.3% Caucasian, 60% freshman level students, 71.3% Caucasian and 24.7% of students 
had zero years of work experience. Participants were recruited through Study Board, a 
database used to recruit undergraduate college students, and received course credit upon 
completion of the second study session, in addition to receiving a ten-dollar cash reward. 
 Design. 
Follow-up Pilot Study: Females 
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 The current study was a 2 (ratee physical attractiveness: attractive vs. 
unattractive) x 2 (ratee gender: male vs. female) x 2 (ratee age: young vs. old) x 2 (ratee 
job performance: high vs. low) mixed ANOVA design. Within-subjects analyses 
compared employee ratings when participants were presented with information regarding 
ratee attractiveness, gender, and age versus when only performance data was available. 
The between-subject analyses examined differences in ratings across participants when 
based on job-irrelevant information (i.e., ratee gender, physical attractiveness, and age). 
In order to maintain consistency across scales, all measures were rated using seven-point 
Likert scales. Seven-point scales, as compared to four- and five-point scales, were used 
because adding additional scale points has been shown to increase scale reliability and 
validity, and respondents have reported more favorable perceptions of seven-point scales 
than those with fewer points because this format provided them with more options and 
increased their ability to discriminate among items (Lozano, García-Cueto, & Muñiz, 
2008; Preston & Colman, 2000).  
 Measures. 
Control variables. 
 Demographics. Participants completed five items indicating their age, gender, 
race, work experience, and college status (see Appendix A).  
 CSE. Participants completed Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen’s (2003) 12-item 
CSE scale. Participants indicated the degree to which they agreed with each statement 
using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. The 
reliability estimate (Cronbach alpha) for this measure was .84 (see Appendix B).  
 46 
 
 Big Five Inventory. Participants completed the 44-item Big Five Inventory 
developed by John and Srivastava (1999). They responded using a seven-point Likert 
scale, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. The reliability estimate 
(Cronbach alpha) for openness was .77, extraversion was .86, conscientiousness was .78, 
and neuroticism and agreeableness were both .79 (see Appendix C). 
 EI. Participants completed Schutte et al.’s (1998) 33-item EI scale, which has 
been used in research by Ng and colleagues (2009) and Gardner and Qualter (2010). 
Gardner and Qualter found that the internal consistency of this measure was .90, and 
Schutte et al. (1998) found that the test-retest reliability was .78 and internal consistency 
was .87. Participants indicated the degree to which they agreed with each statement using 
a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. The 
reliability estimate (Cronbach alpha) for this measure was .87 (see Appendix D).  
 Cognitive ability. In order to assess general mental ability, the researcher 
collected participants’ current grade point average, as well as ACT scores from university 
records. Additionally, participants also completed the shortened, 12-item version of 
Raven’s Advanced Progressive Matrices test (Bors & Stokes, 1998), which included two 
practice items. This measure assesses problem solving skills by instructing participants to 
select a shape that best fits with a specific pattern of related shapes within twenty minutes 
(Brown & Day, 2006; Hamel & Schmittmann, 2006). This shorter test correlated highly 
with the Raven Advanced Progressive Matrices test (r = .66), was found to be a valid 
predictor of mental ability (Hamel & Schmittmann), and exhibited a strong test-retest 
reliability of .9 and split-half reliability of .82 (Brown & Day, 2006; see Appendix E).    
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 Self-rated physical attractiveness. Participants were asked to indicate their own 
physical attractiveness using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = highly unattractive and 
7 = highly attractive (see Appendix F). 
Manipulated variables.  
Performance appraisals. In the pilot study, participants were provided with 20 
employee performance appraisals that contained seven task performance items (see 
Appendix G). In the current study, participants were provided with 16 employee 
performance appraisals developed for the current study that provided data regarding 
individual task performance. Performance appraisals contained ratings using a seven-
point scale for seven task performance items developed by William and Anderson (1991; 
see Appendix H). These items have been used other studies such as Eisenberger, 
Rhoades, and Cameron (1999). Each performance appraisal was categorized as being 
indicative of high or low performance based on pilot study results. 
Photographs. Participants viewed various facial images of sixteen employees 
(which varied in attractiveness, age, and gender). Each photograph was attached to an 
employee performance appraisal. Images were taken from Park’s Productive Aging Lab 
Face Database developed by Minear and Park (2004) and HOTorNOT.com, a website 
used to identify physically attractive individuals (see Lee, Loewenstein, Ariely, Hong, & 
Young, 2008). Photos were classified into attractive or unattractive categories based on 
pilot study results (see Appendix H).  
 Dependent variables.  
 Employee evaluations. In the pilot study, participants rated each performance 
appraisal using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = low performer and 7 = high 
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performer (see Appendix I). In the current study, participants responded to nine items 
pertaining to each employee’s job performance, intelligence, and qualifications, as well 
as their recommendation for organizational rewards and punishments. These items have 
been used in previous studies and were adapted by making some items more specific, 
such as stating that the average salary for each employee’s position was $35,000, and 
based on this information, participants reported whether employees deserved a salary 
increase or decrease, as well as indicated the amount (see e.g., Gilmore et al., 1986; 
Spencer & Taylor, 1988; see Appendix J). 
Manipulation check variables.  
 Physical attractiveness ratings. Participants were also asked to indicate the 
physical attractiveness of each employee using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = 
highly unattractive and 7 = highly attractive. This item has been used in other studies 
such as Agthe and colleagues (2011). This item was used as a manipulation check (see 
Appendix K).  
  Gender ratings. Participants were asked to indicate each employee’s gender. This 
item was used as a manipulation check (see Appendix K).  
 Age ratings. Participants were asked to indicate each employee’s age. This item 
was used as a manipulation check (see Appendix K). 
 Procedure. 
 Participants participated in two sessions in order to receive course credit, with a 
minimum of forty-eight hours between sessions. Participants signed up for both time slots 
on Study Board, a database used to recruit undergraduate college students. As an 
additional incentive, participants also received a ten dollar cash reward after completing 
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their second session. In the first session, participants completed a consent form after 
which they were asked to complete a survey containing items that assessed their 
demographics, personality, emotional intelligence, and cognitive ability. After the 
participants completed these measures, the researcher told them that a local organization 
has provided information about several employees in their department and would like 
additional feedback from individuals who are not members of the organization. The 
participants were instructed to evaluate several performance appraisals that contained 
average performance ratings from each employee’s supervisor and coworkers. 
Participants were given time to review the appraisals before they began rating and were 
advised to make accurate ratings to ensure that the information they provided was helpful 
for the organization. Participants rated a total of six performance appraisals (i.e., three 
indicative of high performance and three indicative of low performance), and the order of 
the performance appraisals were counterbalanced. In lieu of a photograph of the 
employee (which was provided in session two), a shadow of an image was included on 
each appraisal (see Appendix G for an example of a high performing employee). 
Participants were told that some employees did not consent to having their photograph 
included; therefore, a blank image was provided in replacement.   
  In the second session, participants were prompted with information similar to that 
described in the first session. They were told that the purpose of the first session was to 
provide training and allow everyone to become familiar with the process of evaluation as 
well as expose the raters to the format and content of the performance appraisals. They 
were  told that a local organization would like additional feedback regarding the 
following sixteen employees. The researcher gave each participant a packet containing 
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the study materials. There were sixteen performance appraisals, and they were told to 
make accurate ratings so that the information they provided would be beneficial for the 
organization. The appraisals were counterbalanced for each participant to control for 
order effects. Each employee had a corresponding employee ID number, and a 
photograph of each employee was included at the bottom of each appraisal. The 
photographs varied in attractiveness, age, and gender, and the order was counterbalanced 
across participants. Thus, each of the sixteen hypothetical employees comprised a unique 
combination of attractiveness (i.e., attractive or unattractive), age (i.e., old or young), 
gender (i.e., male or female), and performance (i.e., low or high). Participants completed 
an employee evaluation scale for each performance appraisal. These items were located 
on the reverse or subsequent page of each employee’s performance appraisal to ensure 
that participants did not confuse their ratings with other employees. At the end of the 
session, participants also were asked to indicate their own attractiveness to examine 
whether this impacted their ratings or perceptions of each employee, as well as complete 
the manipulation check measures that assessed ratee gender, attractiveness, and age. 
Participants were thanked for participating in the study, debriefed, given their cash 
reward, and awarded course credit upon completion of this session.  
Results 
 Before hypothesis testing was conducted, the data were screened for univariate 
outliers using criteria in line with Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003). Specifically, 
means and standard deviations were examined (i.e., scores that were more than two 
standard deviations away from the mean were deemed as outliers), and distributions were 
assessed in terms of their skew and kurtosis (i.e., values that were more than two standard 
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deviations from the mean were deemed to be non-normal). However, due to the small 
sample size, a more conservative outlier deletion approach was used with variables that 
were not of main interest to the study (i.e., control variables such as GPA). As such, all 
cases, even the identified outliers, were retained based on univariate screening in order to 
increase power, especially due to the small sample size. Note that even when these cases 
were removed from all subsequent analyses, the results remained the same. 
 Hypothesis testing was then conducted using a hierarchical multiple regression, 
dependent samples t-tests, independent samples t-test, and bivariate correlations. When 
noted, rater demographics (excluding sex, when relevant to the hypothesis), personality, 
cognitive ability, and self-reported attractiveness were used as control variables. 
Participants’ data were only included if they completed both sessions. Four participants 
did not complete session two; therefore, their data were not included in the below 
analyses.  
Next, data were analyzed to assess whether participants completed the 
manipulation check items accurately (i.e., items related to perceptions of each employees’ 
age, gender, and attractiveness). Three participants failed the gender manipulation check; 
thus, their data were removed for three different performance appraisals. Second, 
attractiveness was analyzed by evaluating ratings for both attractive and unattractive 
employees. As noted in the pilot study, there are appropriate ranges for each group such 
that those who are perceived as attractive must have a rating of four or higher while those 
perceived as unattractive cannot have ratings that exceed four. Namely, only one 
attractiveness rating was out of the appropriate range (i.e., M = 3.49 for an attractive 
employee), and this rating was specific to a high performing old, attractive male. As there 
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are only sixteen unique combinations of employees, such as the one mentioned, and as 
the average attractiveness rating was close to four, data for this item were retained, as this 
information was crucial to the purposes of this study. Finally, age was examined to assess 
whether ratings fell within the appropriate age ranges. Specifically, those included in the 
younger age group must be perceived as thirty years of age or younger while those 
belonging to the older age group must be perceived as forty years of age or higher. 
Results found that three individuals belonging to the older age group were perceived as 
slightly younger than forty years of age (i.e., M = 39.36, SD = 5.13; M = 37.83, SD = 
5.53; M = 39.81, SD = 5.08)1. 
                                                          
1 However, as these cases were only slightly below the threshold for this age group, these 
appraisals were retained. 
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Table 1 
Control Variables and Independent Variables: Correlations and Descriptive Statistics (N = 150) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Age -           
2. Work .53** -          
3. Race 1a .02 -.09 -         
4. Race 2b .07 .00 -.09 -        
5. Race 3c -.08 -.10 -.13 -.07 -       
6. Class     .70**  .35** -.04 -.05 -.06 -      
7. Open .06 .05 .05 -.05 .02 .22**  (.77)     
8. Consc .14 .13 -.03 -.23** .01  .05    .06   (.78)    
9. Extra -.02 .19* -.07 -.09 .06  .13    .16*   .13  (.86)   
10. Agree -.12 -.02 .07 -.14 .04 -.01    .11    .49** .29** (.79)  
11. Neuro     .03 -.02 -.06 .06 -.06 -.05   -.12   -.37** -.36** -.32** (.79) 
M 19.35 2.72 .15 .05 .09  .65  4.08 5.22 4.68 5.58 3.55 
SD   1.75 2.24 .36 .21 .28  .95    .89 .87 1.12   .78 1.00 
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Table 1 
Continued 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 17 
12. CSE (.84)      
13. GPA    .07 -     
14. ACT   -.00 .40** -    
15. Cog.   .09 .27** .52** -   
16. SPA   .24** -.15 -.30** -.20* -  
17. EI   .59** -.03 .01 -.07 .13 (.87) 
M 5.31 2.98 21.81 .51 4.87 5.47 
SD   .82 .96  4.97 .21 1.02   .64 
Note. Interrater reliability coefficients are in parentheses. Class = student classification, Open = openness, Consc = conscientiousness, 
Extra = extraversion, Agree = agreeableness, Neuro = neuroticism CSE = core self-evaluations, Cog. = cognitive ability, SPA = self-
rated physical attractiveness 
aRace 1 = African American (1 = category member, 0 = non category member), bRace 2 =Asian American (1 = category member, 0 = 
non category member,) cRace 3 = Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander, Hispanic Origin, Native American, and Other  (1 = category member, 0 
= non category member) 
**p < .01, *p < .05.   
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 Bivariate correlations were examined among all of the independent variables (see 
Table 1). H1 suggested that attractive employees would be evaluated more favorably than 
less attractive employees. Independent samples t-test results found support for each of the 
seven outcome ratings such that, on average, physically attractive employees were rated 
significantly higher on perceived intelligence (M = 4.55, SD = 0.53), as compared to 
physically unattractive employees (M = 4.43, SD = 0.54), t(149) = 4.58, p < .05, d = .37, 
as more deserving of a promotion to a higher position with increased responsibilities (M 
= 3.71, SD = 0.54) in comparison to unattractive employees (M = 3.60, SD = 0.54), t(149) 
= 3.66, p < .05, d = .30, as performing better on the job (M = 4.30, SD = 0.55) than 
unattractive employees (M = 4.21, SD = 0.51), t(149) = 2.88, p < .05, d = .24, as being 
more highly qualified for their job (M = 4.18, SD = 0.55) as compared to unattractive 
employees (M = 4.10, SD = 0.57), t(149) = 2.62, p < .05, d = .21, and were recommended 
higher salaries (M = $37,686.93, SD = $4,492.79) than unattractive employees (M = 
$37,254.2198, SD = $4,623.13), t(148) = 3.51, p < .05, d = .21. In addition, unattractive 
employees were more likely to receive recommendations to be fired based on his or her 
current job performance (M = 2.91, SD = 0.68) as compared to attractive employees (M = 
2.69, SD = 0.69), t(149) = -5.47, p < .05, d = .45, as well as recommendations to be 
demoted to a lower position with less responsibilities (M = 3.59, SD = 0.68) than 
attractive employees (M = 3.50, SD = 0.72), t(149) = -2.11, p < .05, d = .17. In sum, there 
was support for H1 such that attractive employees were perceived more favorably than 
unattractive employees on all seven outcome ratings. 
 H2a stated that rater EI would be negatively related to the amount of change in 
evaluation ratings when ratee physical attractiveness information was disclosed versus 
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undisclosed such that raters with high EI would demonstrate less change. Data were 
analyzed by creating change variables, specifically by calculating the absolute difference 
between the seven outcome ratings on the six performance appraisals completed in 
session one and the corresponding seven outcome ratings completed in session two. 
Results found a significant negative correlation between EI and the outcome rating that 
asked for a recommendation for each employee’s salary, based on their job performance 
(r = -.19, p < .05); however, correlations among the other six outcome ratings were non-
significant. Therefore, those with high EI exhibited less change in scores when 
attractiveness information was disclosed, which suggests that their scores fluctuated less 
than those with low EI. As such, there was limited support for H2a, as only one of the 
seven relations was significant.  
 H2b stated that rater EI would moderate the relation between ratee physical 
attractiveness and employee evaluations such that only raters with lower EI would 
evaluate attractive employees more favorably than unattractive employees. A hierarchical 
multiple regression was used to analyze the data. Seven change variables were created to 
examine differences in ratings between attractive and unattractive employees across each 
of the seven outcome ratings. Specifically, a positive change was indicative of higher 
average ratings for attractive employees, while a negative change corresponded to more 
favorable ratings for unattractive employees. Results indicated that the outcome rating 
assessing annual salary approached significance (β = -.28, p < .07) such that individuals 
with high EI demonstrated less fluctuation in their ratings, as compared to those with low 
EI, specifically by recommending similar salaries to employees, regardless of the 
information provided. Therefore, EI was marginally significant of predicting one of the 
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seven outcome ratings (see Table 2). Additionally, the absolute value was taken for each 
of the seven change variables to assess whether the inclusion of negative change values 
had impacted the results; however, there was no change in the results.  
 As each of the covariates was non-significant in all seven models, these variables 
were removed from the model to examine the bivariate correlation among EI and the two 
sets of outcome ratings (i.e., change variables computed by examining the difference in 
ratings of attractive versus unattractive applicants and change variables computed by 
taking the absolute value of this difference). Results indicated that there were no 
significant correlations among EI and the change variables. However, when the absolute 
value was taken for each of the outcome ratings (i.e., negative change values were now 
positive), results demonstrated a significant relationship between EI and recommended 
salary (r = -.17, p < .05); therefore, H2b was partially supported, as those with high EI 
were less biased in their ratings; however, when differences emerged, it is likely that 
unattractive individuals were rated higher on some outcomes. 
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Table 2 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses using Rater EI to Predict Employee Evaluation Differences  
across Ratee Attractiveness  
Predictor 
Promotion 
likelihood 
Termination 
likelihood 
Demotion 
likelihood 
Perceived 
intelligence 
Job 
performance 
Job     
qualifications 
Recommended 
annual salary 
 β t β t β t β t β t β t β t 
Step 1               
CSE .01 .09 -.00 -.01 -.14 -.94 .19 1.26 -.12 -.82 .16 1.06 .27 1.81 
Open .04 -.34 .22 2.13 .78 .74 -.16 -1.51 -.11 -1.10 -.11 -1.01 .01 .09 
Cons -.07 .32 -.18 .97 .01 .08 .16 1.36 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.29 .02 .17 
Agre -.01 -.53 .13 -.23 .10 .73 -.13 -.95 .08 .08 -.15 -1.13 .01 .06 
Extr -.25 -.12 -.03 -.23 .09 .75 -.05 -.40 .00 .03 -.04 -.35 .00 .01 
Neu -.25 -2.13 .12 1.07 .06 .46 -.09 -.73 -.14 -1.22 -.01 -.84 .13 1.07 
ACT  -.25 -2.01 -.02 -.18 .05 -.40 .12 .10 -.12 -.98 -.07 -.57 .12 .97 
Work -.04 -.34 -.11 -.11 -.14 -1.02 .02 .13 .01 .05 .13 1.17 -.15 -1.39 
SPA -.04 -.40 -.12 -.02 -.00 -.01 .04 .42 -.05 -.52 .00 .01 .05 .44 
Race1a .60 .54 .10 .38 -.01 -.09 .07 .59 .12 1.03 .14 1.20 .01 .05 
Race2b -.07 -.75 -.48 .63 .00 .01 .07 .71 -.06 -.59 -.08 -.79 -.06 -.61 
Race3c .62 .70 1.08 .29 .13 1.44 .01 .10 .09 1.02 .12 1.35 .06 .66 
Cog. .32 2.92 .04 .04 -.11 -.95 -.08 -.72 .03 .24 -.01 -.12 -.08 -.74 
Class .01 .07 -.20 -.20 -.07 -.44 .17 1.14 .05 .36 -.01 .52 .25 1.64 
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Table 2 
Continued 
Age -.02 .66 .35 2.17 .14 .82 -.15 -.92 -.12 -.75 .08 .03 -.15 -.94 
GPA .11 1.13 -.09 -.85 -.13 -1.13 .02 .20 .32 2.91 .01 1.86 -.21 -1.87 
Step 2               
Rater EI -.04 -.29 -.04 -.28 .06 .42 .00 .02 .12 .83 -.02 -.12 -.28† -1.96 
Step 1 ∆R2 .15 .17 .09 .12 .14 .13 .11 
Step 2 ∆R2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .03 
Total R2 .16d .17 .09 .12 .14d .13 .14d† 
N 132 132 132 132 132 131 131 
Note. β represents standardized coefficients in the final models. CSE = core self-evaluations, Open = openness,  
Cons = conscientiousness, Agre = agreeableness, Extr = extraversion, Neu = neuroticism, Work = work experience,  
SPA = self-rated physical attractiveness, Cog. = cognitive ability, Class = student classification 
aRace1 = African American (1 = category member, 0 = non category member), bRace2 =Asian American  
(1 = category member, 0 = non category member), cRace3 = Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic Origin,  
Native American, and Other (1 = category member, 0 = non category member), dTotal R2 value is slightly higher/lower than the sum 
of the ∆R2 values due to rounding. 
† p < .10, *p < .05.  
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 H3, which stated that ratee age would be negatively related to employee 
evaluations such that younger employees would be evaluated more favorably than older 
employees, was analyzed by conducting dependent samples t-tests. Namely, older 
employees were rated as more deserving of a promotion to a higher position with 
increased responsibilities (M = 4.77, SD = 0.59) in comparison to younger employees (M 
= 3.41, SD = 0.60), t(149) = -23.28, p < .05, d = 1.90, were perceived as more intelligent 
(M = 4.77, SD = 0.60), as compared to younger workers (M = 4.39, SD = 0.52), t(149) = -
11.02, p < .05, d = .90, were rated as performing better on the job (M = 4.90, SD = 0.45) 
than younger workers (M = 4.11, SD = 0.62), t(149) = -15.96, p < .05, d = 1.30, were 
perceived as more highly qualified for their job (M = 4.73, SD = 0.52) than younger 
workers (M = 3.93, SD = 0.65), t(149) = -17.79, p < .05, d = 1.45, and were also 
recommended to be paid a higher annual salary (M = $39,656.46, SD = $46,60.85) than 
younger employees (M = $36,656.10, SD = $4,612.81), t(148) = -14.29, p < .05, d = 1.17. 
Similarly, participants were more likely to report that younger employees should be 
terminated or fired based on their current job performance (M = 2.79, SD = 0.71) as than 
older workers (M = 2.50, SD = 0.61), t(149) = 6.53, p < .05), d = .53, and that younger 
employees should be demoted to a lower position with less responsibilities (M = 3.66, SD 
= 0.82) than older workers (M = 2.97, SD = 0.55), t(149) = 12.88, p < .05, d = 1.05. As 
the results were the opposite of what was expected, support was not found for H3. 
Notably, however, even though relations were in an unexpected direction, the effect sizes 
were quite large for each of the seven outcome ratings, which demonstrates that, on 
average, individuals do indeed engage in biased decision making based on applicant age.  
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 H4 also was examined using dependent samples t-tests to assess whether ratee 
gender would be related to employee evaluations such that males would be evaluated 
more favorably than females. Participants rated male employees as more deserving of a 
promotion to a higher position with increased responsibilities (M = 4.00, SD = 0.46) as 
compared to females (M = 3.21, SD = 0.60), t(149) = -20.197, p < .05, d = 1.65, as 
performing better at their job (M = 4.49, SD = 0.45) than females (M = 4.00, SD = 0.60), 
t(149) = -15.56, p < .05, d = 1.27, as being more highly qualified (M = 4.43, SD = 0.51) 
than females (M = 3.86, SD = 0.62), t(149) = -18.02, p < .05, d = 1.47, were 
recommended a higher annual salary (M = $35,139.01, SD = $5,057.13) than females (M 
= $35,139.01, SD = $5,024.99), t(148) = -4.29, p < .05, d = .35, and were rated 
significantly lower on recommendations to terminate based on current job performance 
(M = 2.84, SD = 0.70) than females (M = 2.94, SD = 0.73), t(149) = 1.96, p < .05, d = .16. 
Contrary to what was hypothesized, female employees were perceived as more intelligent 
(M = 4.37, SD = 0.54) than their male counterparts (M = 4.00, SD = 0.46), t(149) = 7.96, 
p < .05, d = 0.65. There were no gender differences in ratings of likelihood of demotion. 
As a result, H4 was partially supported. 
 H5a assessed whether rater gender would moderate the relation between ratee 
physical attractiveness and employee evaluations such that there would be a greater 
amount of change in evaluation ratings for male raters (with attractive employees 
outscoring unattractive employees) versus no change in ratings for female raters. Several 
hierarchical multiple regressions were used to analyze the data. The change variables 
used to examine H2b were also used as dependent variables in this hypothesis, and the 
same control variables were included. Results indicated that rater gender did not predict 
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rating differences across ratee attractiveness conditions (p > .05; see table 3). The 
absolute value was also taken of the seven change variables, and results did not change. 
Even after removing the non-significant covariates, there were no significant correlations 
among rater gender and change ratings, and as such, H5a was not supported.  
 H5b examined whether rater gender would moderate the relation between ratee 
physical attractiveness and employee evaluations after controlling for rater EI; however, 
as rater gender was not found to be a significant predictor of rating differences across 
ratee attractiveness conditions in H5a before controlling for rater EI, there was no need to 
test this hypothesis. Therefore, support was not garnered for H5b. 
 H6 stated that rater EI would moderate the relation between ratee age and 
employee evaluations such that there would be a greater amount of change in employee 
evaluations for raters with low EI as compared to raters with high EI, such that in both 
cases, younger employees will be rated more favorable. Several hierarchical multiple 
regressions were used to analyze the data. Seven change variables were created to 
examine differences in ratings among young and old employees. A positive change in 
ratings reflected more favorable responses towards younger employees, whereas a 
negative indicated higher ratings for older employees. The model included the change 
variable for each of the seven change variables, the control variables, and EI. Results 
indicated that rater EI did not predict rating differences across ratee age conditions for 
any of the seven outcome ratings (p > .05; see table 4).  
 As the covariates were all non-significant, the bivariate correlations between rater 
EI and the directional outcome variables were examined. Results identified no significant 
correlations. Data were also analyzed by taking the absolute value of each the seven 
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outcome ratings. Results indicated rater EI and the outcome examining perceived 
intelligence were significantly correlated (r = -.04, p < .05). This result indicates that 
those with high EI are more consistent in their ratings than those with low EI for this 
specific outcome rating. However, it is important to note that taking the absolute value of 
the change variables results in non-directional correlations, and as the results of the 
directional relations were non-significant, this suggests that some differences resulted in 
an unexpected direction (i.e., older employees were rated higher than younger employees 
on certain outcomes).  which demonstrates, contrary to what was expected, that those 
with high EI are less consistent in their ratings; therefore, H6 was partially supported.  
 R1 questioned whether rater gender would moderate the relation between ratee 
gender and employee evaluations. Seven change variables were created to examine 
differences in ratings between female and male employees. A positive change in scores 
demonstrated that participants gave higher scores for females, and a negative change 
indicated higher scores for males. The model included the seven change variables as 
dependent variables, and both the control variables and rater gender as predictors. Results 
indicated that rater gender did not predict rating differences across ratee gender 
conditions (p > .05; see table 5). Bivariate relationships between rater gender and the 
change in outcome ratings across ratee gender groups were examined, excluding the 
covariates; however the results remained the same.  
 When the absolute value was taken of these dependent variables, rater gender’s 
relationships with one outcome rating; namely, there was a significant correlation among 
rater gender and job performance (r = .02, p < .05), indicating that male raters rated 
females higher on job performance than male employees. However, as this analysis did 
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not establish directional relations, and although the results indicated that one group 
yielded more change than the other, the direction of such change is unclear.  
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Table 3 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses using Rater Gender to Predict Employee Evaluation Differences                                 
across Ratee Attractiveness 
Predictor 
Promotion 
likelihood 
Termination 
likelihood 
Demotion 
likelihood 
Perceived 
intelligence 
Job 
performance 
Job    
qualifications 
Recommended 
annual salary 
 β t β t β t β t β t β t β t 
Step 1                
CSE .00 .01 -.01 -2.17 -.13 -.86 .19 1.31 -.09 -.63 .15 .29 .19 1.32 
Open -.05 -.53 .21 -.09 .10 .96 -.17 -1.69 -.10 -.10 -.11 .28 -.07  -.70 
Cons .04 .36 -.17 2.17 .01 .06 .17 1.42 .00 .01 -.04 .76 .03   .25 
Agre -.07 -.56 .11 -1.51 .12 .94 -.10 -.81 .16 1.32 -.17 .17 -.08  -.64 
Extr -.03 -.27 -.04 .93 .11 .97 -.05 -.47 .03 .29 -.05 .67 -.09  -.77 
Neu -.23 -1.97 .13 -.35 .05 .42 -.06 -.54 -.11 -.92 -.11 .36 .14  1.19 
ACT  -.26 -2.09 -.02 1.06 .06 .43 .11 .89 -.14 -1.14 -.06 .61 .10    .80 
Work  -.04 -.36 -.11 -.19 -.14 -1.21 .01 .10 -.00 -.02 .13 .24 -.15 -1.36 
SPA -.02 -.22 -.01 -1.02 -.01 -.07 .07 .64 -.02 -.20 -.01 .93 .08    .72 
Race1a .06  .51 .10 .87 -.01 -.01 .07 .58 .12 1.07 .14 1.20 -.01   -.06 
Race2b -.07 -.79 -.05 -.52 .01 -.07 .07 .74 -.05 -.49 -.08 -.82 -.01   -.81 
Race3c .06 .65 .09 1.06 .13 .06 .00 .01 .08 .91 .13 1.39 .05    .56 
Cog. .33 2.10 .04 1.08 -.11 -.96 -.07 -.67 .04 .32 -.02 .89 -.08   -.68 
Class .01 .07 -.20 .32 -.07 -.46 .17 1.11 .04 .27 .08 .59 .26   1.71 
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Table 3 
Continued 
Age .09 .57 .34 -1.34 .15 .91 -.16 -1.01 -.12 -.76 .01 .96 -.21  -1.29 
GPA .13 1.20 -.09 2.14 -.13 -1.14 .04 .32 .34 2.1 .20 .08 -.20  -1.73 
Step 2               
Rater gender .07 .71 .00 .03 -.02 -.16 .11 1.08 .16 1.66 -.05 .61 .08     .79 
Step 1 ∆R2 .15 .17 .09 .12 .14 .13 .11 
Step 2 ∆R2  .00 .00 .00 .01 .02 .00 .01 
Total R2 .16 d .17 .09 .13 .16 d .14 d .12 
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 131 
Note. β represents standardized coefficients in the final models. CSE = core self-evaluations, Open = openness,  
Cons = conscientiousness, Agre = agreeableness, Extr = extraversion, Neu = neuroticism, Work = work experience,  
SPA = self-rated physical attractiveness, Cog. = cognitive ability, Class = student classification 
aRace1 = African American (1 = category member, 0 = non category member), bRace2 =Asian American  
(1 = category member, 0 = non category member), cRace3 = Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic Origin,  
Native American, and Other (1 = category member, 0 = non category member),  dTotal R2 value is slightly higher/lower than the sum 
of the ∆R2 values due to rounding. 
† p < .10, *p < .05.  
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Table 4 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses using Rater EI to Predict Employee Evaluation Differences across Ratee Age 
 
Predictor 
Promotion 
likelihood 
Termination 
likelihood 
Demotion 
likelihood 
Perceived 
intelligence 
Job 
performance 
Job 
qualifications 
Recommended 
annual salary 
 β t β t β t β t β t β t β t 
Step 1               
CSE -.06 -.42 .01 .95 -.04 -.23 .22 1.47 .02 .15 .02 .13 .29     1.95 
Open -.06 -.61 .00 1.00 -.08 -.75 -.08 -.78 -.06 -.54 -.09 -.86 .09      .86 
Cons .01 .06 .06 .63 .15 1.24 .02 .18 .05 .43 .16 1.40 .02      .16 
Agre .15 1.16 .07 .61 -.02 -.16 .06 .46 .01 .06 .06 .43 -.15   -1.12 
Extr .17 1.45 .09 .48 .11 .90 -.01 -.10 .10 .82 .17 1.50 -.04    -.35 
Neu -.18 -1.61 .09 .48 .10 .80 .22 1.8 .05 .41 -.06 -.56 .02     .17 
ACT  .03 .23 -.07 .61 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.04 -.34 -.16 -1.33 -.01    -.06 
Work  -.24 -2.29 .01 .94 -.01 -.87 .02 .17 -.05 -.45 -.15 -1.39 .09     .82 
SPA -.21 -2.10 .08 .45 .01 .07 -.03 -.26 .04 .32 -.15 -1.43 -.18  -1.70 
Race1a -.13 -1.22 .02 .18 .14 1.24 -.03 -.25 -.11 -.90 -.00 -.03 -.04    -.33 
Race2b .04 .43 -.15 -1.58 -.09 -.99 .19 -.23 .10 1.04 .04 .43 -.11   -1.12 
Race3c -.03 -.38 -.04 -.45 -.09 -.94 .07 2.03 .05 .53 .14 1.57 .04    -.39 
Cog. .07 .61 .08 .76 .08 .75 .01 .12 -.01 -.11 .22 1.97 -.03    -.29 
Class  -.16 -1.15 -.23 .13 -.11 -.75 .16 1.05 .15 .10 .24 1.64 .15    1.02 
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Table 4 
Continued 
Age .33 2.11 .21 .21 -.03 -.20 -.08 -.47 -.10 -5.56 -.11 -.67 -.15     -.90 
GPA .06 .57 -.11 .33 -.15 -1.32 -0.13 -.12 .55 .39 .04 .40 .12   -1.11 
Step 2               
Rater EI -.08† -.54 -.04† .80 -.11 -.72 -.02* -.11 .012* .08 -.12† -.83 .09     .66 
Step 1 ∆R2 .20 .10 .11 .10 .06 .17 .14 
Step 2 ∆R2  .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 
Total R2 .20† .10† .11  .10* .06* .17† .14 
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 131 
Note. β represents standardized coefficients in the final models. CSE = core self-evaluations, Open = openness,  
Cons = conscientiousness, Agre = agreeableness, Extr = extraversion, Neu = neuroticism, Work = work experience,  
SPA = self-rated physical attractiveness, Cog. = cognitive ability, Class = student classification 
aRace1 = African American (1 = category member, 0 = non category member), bRace2 =Asian American  
(1 = category member, 0 = non category member), cRace3 = Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic Origin,  
Native American, and Other (1 = category member, 0 = non category member),  dTotal R2 value is slightly higher/lower than the sum 
of the ∆R2 values due to rounding. 
† p < .10, *p < .05.  
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Table 5 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses using Rater Gender to Predict Employee Evaluation Differences across Ratee Gender 
  
Predictor 
Promotion 
likelihood 
Termination 
likelihood 
Demotion 
likelihood 
Perceived 
intelligence 
Job 
performance 
Job 
qualifications 
Recommended 
annual salary 
 β t β t β t β t β t β t β t 
Step 1               
CSE -.18 -1.29 .03 .21 -.03 -.24 .04 .29 -.00 -.03 -.05 -.38 .15    1.10 
Open -.15 -1.50 .05 .56 .05 .49 -.10 -1.0 -.03 -.33 -.09 -.87 .00      .05 
Cons -.00 -.01 .06 .50 -.04 -.29 .03 .28 -.02 -.20 .11 .95 .20    1.68 
Agre .11 .88 .10 .85 -.04 -.32 -.04 -.35 -.06 -.44 -.03 -.24 -.04    -.36 
Extr .05 .49 -.08 -.73 .12 .82 -.07 -.64 .15 1.31 .01 .08 -.08    -.76 
Neu -.21 -1.75 -.13 -1.14 -.03 -.26 .19 1.64 -.05 -.44 -.14 -1.17 -.09    -.74 
ACT  -.13 -1.02 -.03 -.27 .20 1.67 -.09 -.69 .03 .23 .03 .22 .08     .65 
Work  -.01 -.10 -.12 -1.11 .22 1.79 .18 1.65 -.05 -.45 -.11 -1.00 .03     .26 
SPA -.13 -1.24 -.06 -.55 -.11 -.71 .15 1.46 -.02 -.15 -.04 -.40 -.13  -1.22 
Race1a -.00 -.03 -.03 -.29 .09 .77 .12 1.07 -.01 -.10 -.04 -.37 .09     .76 
Race2b -.12 -1.26 .22 2.38 .12 1.29 -.04 -.42 -.11 -1.12 -.04 -.45 .02     .22 
Race3c .04 .40 .09 .97 .06 .67 .07 .81 .12 1.30 .09 .98 .17   1.93 
Cog. .13 1.15 -.01 -.07 -.05 -.59 .06 .50 .03 .25 .11 .96 -.01   -.06 
Class -.27 -1.86 .09 .64 .12 1.28 .21 1.42 -.29 -1.90 .01 .07 .14    .91 
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Table 5 
Continued 
Age .21 1.29 .12 .77 .08 .89 -.29 -1.75 .20 1.22 -.07 -.44 -.01   -.07 
GPA .22 2.02 -.25 -2.33 -.06 -.55 .05 .46 .09 .76 .12 1.09 .05    .45 
Step 2               
Rater gender .06† .61 .06 .61 .12† 1.26 -.11 -1.01 -.05* -.49 .04* .37 .02†   .211 
Step 1 ∆R2 .15 .18 .11 .14 .09 .14 .16 
Step 2 ∆R2  .00 .00 .02 .01 .00 .00 .00 
Total R2   .15† .19 d .12† .15    .09* .14* .16† 
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 131 
Note. β represents standardized coefficients in the final models. CSE = core self-evaluations, Open = openness,  
Cons = conscientiousness, Agre = agreeableness, Extr = extraversion, Neu = neuroticism, Work = work experience,  
SPA = self-rated physical attractiveness, Cog. = cognitive ability, Class = student classification 
aRace1 = African American (1 = category member, 0 = non category member), bRace2 =Asian American  
(1 = category member, 0 = non category member,) cRace3 = Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander, Hispanic Origin,  
Native American, and Other  (1 = category member, 0 = non category member)  dTotal R2 value is slightly higher/lower than the sum 
of the ∆R2 values due to rounding. 
† p < .10, *p < .05.  
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Discussion 
 The current study examined the effects of rater EI and gender on employee 
evaluations when physical attractiveness, age, and gender information for each employee 
was provided. Results found that, on average, attractive employees, older employees, and 
male employees were rated higher on several dimensions (e.g., more likely to be 
promoted and recommended higher salaries) than their counterparts. The attractiveness 
and gender findings were consistent with previous research (Cann et al., 1981; Sackett et 
al., 1991); however, the finding that older employees received more favorable evaluations 
was contrary to what has been previously reflected in research (see e.g., Quereshi & Kay, 
1986). One explanation for this result is the measures used in the study. Participants may 
not have perceived the older employees as differing greatly in age from the younger 
employee group (e.g., the difference in perceived ages across groups was as small as 9.7 
years). As a result, it could be that those classified as “older” employees in the current 
study were younger than what is typically perceived as an “older” employee. Thus, future 
studies should include photos of older employees who are perceived as being at least fifty 
or even sixty years of age and older in order to clearly distinguish between age groups, as 
well as establish criteria that examines scores at their extremes, instead of those that are 
moderate. Nevertheless, this finding demonstrates that age is an influential characteristic 
that can also lead to biased ratings, which may have detrimental effects on employment-
related decisions.  
 In addition, results indicated that rater EI was not related attractiveness- or age-
related bias in applicant evaluations, and rater gender was not related to attractiveness- or 
gender-related bias in applicant evaluations. One explanation for why such hypotheses 
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were not supported was due to the small sample size, which yields less power to detect 
significant findings. Another limitation is that due to the use of a number of independent 
samples t-tests, some of the significant findings identified in the current study could have 
been due to increased Type I error (i.e., finding significant effects that are not 
representative of reality); however, coupled with the small sample size (and therefore 
reduced power) in the current study, this is less problematic. Even though study materials 
were pilot tested, it could also be the case that the manipulations used in this study may 
not have been strong enough. For example, instead of using the scale mid-point as a cut 
point for classifying attractive versus unattractive employees, future studies could use the 
extremes of the scale (e.g., attractive individuals must receive a rating of five or higher, 
whereas unattractive individuals must have ratings that are lower than three). In addition, 
the pictures used may have yielded different results if they had been in color, as 
compared to black and white. This reduced picture quality may have contributed to 
inaccurate perceptions of age, gender, and attractiveness. Whereas study materials were 
also piloted using black and white photos, thereby indicating that raters could identify 
various features for each applicant, future research should include photos that more 
clearly differentiate between those who are younger and older, attractive and unattractive, 
and male and female to ensure findings are representative. Another limitation was that 
paper people were used in the current as compared to realistic employees. However, 
because the purpose of this study was to test whether such effects had the potential or 
possibility of occurring within a controlled experiment, not whether these effects were 
actually occurring in real-life scenarios, this methodology was appropriate. Nonetheless, 
participants in the study were led to believe that the employees in the study were actual 
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employees working in a local organization, which also increases study realism. In 
addition, as the salary range for applicants was listed as $35,000-$45,000, which is 
indicative of a low- to mid-level job, future studies should assess whether the complexity 
of the job moderates study relations, as results may differ for jobs with greater 
complexity. Furthermore, another limitation of the study was including average 
performance ratings on each performance appraisal, as participants were more likely to 
give ratings that were similar to those reflected on the appraisals. When no age, gender, 
or attractiveness information was disclosed (i.e., in session one), correlations ranged from 
.82 to .84 (p < .05) for positive evaluation attributes (e.g., employee intelligence, salary 
and promotion recommendations). Additionally, correlations were -.82 and -.84 (p < .05) 
for negative evaluation attributes (e.g., recommendations for demotion or termination). 
Furthermore, when such information was disclosed in the second session, correlations 
ranged from .89 to .99 (p < .05) for positive evaluation attributes and from -.95 and -.97 
(p < .05) for negative evaluation attributes. Thus, future studies may want to use 
measures that do not explicitly reveal number ratings (e.g., provide narratives or written 
recommendations or feedback from the employee’s supervisor), as participants will likely 
provide ratings similar to those exhibited.  
 Another recommendation for future studies is to use an EI measure that is not 
self-report, as self-report measures are prone to social desirability effects. Some evidence 
that this may have occurred in the current study is the small variability in mean EI scores, 
with only a handful of participants scoring below a four on this seven-point scale. 
Therefore, it would be advantageous to use alternative measures, such as the 141-item 
Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) in order to assess EI more 
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objectively (see Mayer et al., 2003). This measure was not used due to the constraints of 
this study. Namely, the MSCEIT takes approximately thirty to forty-five minutes to 
complete; thus, a shortened measure of EI was used in the study to minimize participant 
fatigue, especially as each session already lasted forty-five minutes.  
 An important finding of the current study was that those with low EI were less 
consistent in their ratings across conditions in which job irrelevant information was 
disclosed versus undisclosed, as compared to those with high EI, whose ratings reflected 
less change or inconsistency. This suggests that EI impacts decision making within an 
employment context, a finding that has not been studied in conjunction within the context 
of attractiveness research. Thus, these findings suggest that organizations may benefit 
from providing EI training to managers or other individuals who are responsible for 
making employment-related decisions. In addition, evaluation bias may also be reduced 
by providing training that educates raters about the factors that lead to bias, specifically 
tendencies to rate employees who are more attractive, older, and/or male more favorably 
than their counterparts, as well including an emphasis on the consequences of such 
influences and its harmful effects (e.g., hiring the wrong leads to wasted resources, time, 
money, and effort). Future research should examine other influential factors that could 
cause bias in evaluation ratings, such as weight, race, height, socio-economic status, or 
more specific aspects of physical appearance.  
Conclusion 
 Physical attractiveness is an influential factor that may negatively impact decision 
making such that some employees or job applicants may be evaluated more or less 
favorably based on their looks (Dion et al., 1972). Such influences have implications for 
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the workplace, as there many situations in which employees or applicants are evaluated, 
such as for selection, promotion, or termination decisions, or in assessing performance 
for rewards (e.g., raises, bonuses). Additionally, emotional intelligence also plays an 
integral part in the workplace, as high EI is indicative of higher job performance, better 
ability to cope with conflict, (Côté & Miners, 2006), and greater empathy for others 
(Lopes et al., 2004). As such, high EI positively impacts relationship building and 
performance, all of which are crucial for workplace functioning and success. However, as 
previous research has not yet examined these two constructs in conjunction with one 
another, the purpose of the current study was to examine how EI impacts decision 
making, especially when job irrelevant information is provided about an employee.  
 Results found that on average, attractive, male, and/or older employees were rated 
higher on seven various dimensions (e.g., promotion likelihood, perceived intelligence); 
however, rater EI did not moderate relations among attractiveness and age, and rater 
gender did not moderate relations among ratee gender and attractiveness. An important 
finding was that those with high EI were more consistent in their ratings than those with 
low EI, particularly when attractiveness, age, and gender information was disclosed. 
Therefore, future research should continue to study these constructs within an 
employment-related context to further examine whether EI or other constructs are 
moderators (e.g., job complexity) of such relations, as well as whether other applicant 
characteristics (e.g., race or weight) are linked to evaluation bias. Discrimination based 
on such factors may have legal implications; therefore, study results suggest that 
organizations may benefit from providing training to employees to increase their 
awareness of such effects, thereby reducing susceptibility to rater bias.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
Demographics 
 
Instructions: Please indicate your response to each of the following items. 
 
1. Age: _______             
2. Gender: (circle one)    Female    Male    
3. Ethnicity: (circle all that apply) 
               African American            Native American              Asian American               
 Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  Hispanic Origin  White/Caucasian              
 Other: (Please specify) ______________________________________ 
4. Classification: (circle one)   Freshman     Sophomore     Junior     Senior     Graduate 
Student 
5. Amount of work experience:  _________ years, _________ months 
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APPENDIX B 
Core self-evaluation scale 
Instructions: This section of the questionnaire contains 12 statements about you. Read 
each statement carefully. Then, using the response scale below, circle the number which 
best represents the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
      Strongly                   Strongly     
                           Disagree                                                   Agree 
1. I am confident I get 
the success I deserve 
in life. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
2. Sometimes I feel 
depressed. (r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
3. When I try, I 
generally succeed. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
4. Sometimes when I 
fail I feel worthless. 
(r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
5. I complete tasks 
successfully. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
6. Sometimes, I do not 
feel in control of my 
work. (r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
7. Overall, I am satisfied 
with myself. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
8. I am filled with 
doubts about my 
competence. (r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
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                Strongly                   Strongly     
                           Disagree                                                   Agree 
9. I determine what 
will happen in my 
life. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
10. I do not feel in 
control of my 
success in my career. 
(r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
11. I am capable of 
coping with most of 
my problems. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
12. There are times 
when things look 
pretty bleak and 
hopeless to me. (r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
 
Items indicated as (r) are reverse coded.  
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APPENDIX C 
Big Five Inventory 
Instructions: Please respond to the following questions using the response scale below, 
circle the number which best represents the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
that statement. 
 
I am someone who...            Strongly                        Strongly    
              Disagree                                                          Agree  
1. Is talkative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Tends to find fault with 
others 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Does a thorough job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Is depressed, blue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Is original, comes up 
with new ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Is reserved 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Is helpful and unselfish 
with others 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Can be somewhat 
careless 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Is relaxed, handles 
stress well 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Is curious about many 
different things 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11.  Is full of energy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I am someone who...             Strongly                                Strongly    
                Disagree                                                      Agree 
12.  Starts quarrels with 
others 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Is a reliable worker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Can be tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Is ingenious, a deep 
thinker 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Generates a lot of          
enthusiasm 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Has a forgiving nature 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Tends to be 
disorganized 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Worries a lot 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Has an active 
imagination 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Tends to be quiet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. Is generally trusting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. Tends to be lazy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. Is emotionally stable, 
not easily upset 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. Is inventive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I am someone who...           Strongly                                         Strongly     
                         Disagree                                               Agree 
26. Has an assertive 
personality 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. Can be cold and aloof 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. Perseveres until the 
tasks is finished. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. Can be moody 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. Values artistic, 
aesthetic experiences 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. Is sometimes shy, 
inhibited 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. Is considerate and kind 
to almost everyone 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. Does things efficiently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. Remains calm in tense 
situations 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. Prefers work that is 
routine 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36. Is outgoing, sociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. Is sometimes rude to 
others 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38. Makes plans and 
follows through with 
them 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I am someone who...                      Strongly                         Strongly    
                                   Disagree                                                           Agree 
39. Gets nervous easily 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. Likes to reflect, play 
with ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. Has few artistic 
interests 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42. Likes to cooperate 
with others 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43. Is easily distracted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44. Is sophisticated in art, 
music, or literature 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Items are coded as the following: Extraversion: 1, 6r, 11, 16, 21r, 26, 31r, 36 
Agreeableness: 2r, 7, 12r, 17, 22, 27r, 32, 37r, 42 Conscientiousness: 3, 8r, 13, 18r, 23r, 
28, 33, 38, 43r Neuroticism: 4, 9r, 14, 19, 24r, 29, 34r, 39 Openness: 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 
35r, 40, 44, 41r 
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APPENDIX D 
The Schutte 33-item Emotional Intelligence Scale 
Instructions: This section of the questionnaire contains 33 statements about you. Read 
each statement carefully. Then, using the response scale below, circle the number which 
best represents the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
                                                   Strongly                                 Strongly    
                  Disagree                                                    Agree 
1. I know when to speak 
about my personal 
problems to others. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
2. When I am faced with 
obstacles, I remember 
times I faced similar 
obstacles and overcame 
them. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
3. I expect that I will do 
well on most things I 
try.  
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
4. Other people find it 
easy to confide in me. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
5. I find it hard to 
understand the non-
verbal messages of 
other people. (r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
6. Some of the major 
events of my life have 
led me to re-evaluate 
what is important and 
non-important. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
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                                                   Strongly                                 Strongly    
                  Disagree                                                    Agree 
7. When my mood 
changes, I see new 
possibilities.  
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
8. Emotions are one of the 
things that make my 
life worth living. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
9. I am aware of my 
emotions as I 
experience them. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
10. I expect good things to 
happen. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
11. I like to share my 
emotions with others. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
12. When I experience a 
positive emotions, I 
know how to make it 
last. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
13. I arrange events others 
enjoy. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
14. I seek out activities that 
make me happy. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
15. I am aware of the non-
verbal messages I send 
to others. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
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       Strongly                                 Strongly    
                  Disagree                                                    Agree 
16. I present myself in a 
way that makes a good 
impression on others. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
17. When I am in a positive 
mood, solving 
problems is easy for 
me. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
18. By looking at their 
facial expressions, I 
recognize the emotions 
people are 
experiencing. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
19. I know why my 
emotions change. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
20. When I am in a positive 
mood, I am able to 
come up with new 
ideas. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
21. I have control over my 
emotions. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
22. I easily recognize my 
emotions as I 
experience them. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
23. I motivate myself by 
imagining a good 
outcome to tasks I take 
on. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
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       Strongly                                 Strongly    
                  Disagree                                                    Agree 
24. I compliment others 
when they have done 
something well. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
25. I am aware of the non-
verbal messages other 
people send. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
26. When another person 
tells me about an 
important event in his 
or her life, I almost feel 
as though I have 
experienced this event 
myself. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
27. When I feel a change in 
emotions, I tend to 
come up with new 
ideas. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
28. When I am faced with a 
challenge, I give up 
because I believe I will 
fail. (r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
29. I know what other 
people are feelings just 
by looking at them. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
30. I help other people feel 
better when they are 
down. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
31. I use good moods to 
help myself keep trying 
in the face of obstacles. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
 87 
 
       Strongly                                 Strongly    
                  Disagree                                                    Agree 
32. I can tell how people 
are feeling by listening 
to the tone of their 
voice. 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
33. It is difficult for me to 
understand why people 
feel the way they do. (r) 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
Items indicated as (r) are reverse coded.  
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APPENDIX E 
Cognitive Ability Assessment 
 
Test Items 
Instructions: For each item, identify the missing element that completes the pattern. 
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(1)
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APPENDIX F 
Self-rated Physical Attractiveness 
Instructions: Please rate the extent you which you perceive yourself as attractive or 
unattractive. 
                      Highly                                                Highly  
                  Unattractive                          Attractive 
1. How would you rate 
your own physical 
attractiveness? 
1        2        3        4        5        6        7 
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APPENDIX G 
Pilot Performance Appraisals 
Example of a high performing employee (1 of 10): 
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Example of a low performing employee (1 of 10): 
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APPENDIX H 
Performance Appraisals and Photographs of Employees 
Low performing, younger, attractive, male employee (1 of 16): 
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High performing, older, attractive male employee (2 of 16): 
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High performing, younger, attractive male employee (3 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in  workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
Employee #3
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 6.4
7 Average 
Scores
 Workplace Behaviors
1
6.3
6.6
6.6
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job.
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 6.2
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance.
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 6.4
He/she performs essential duties. 6.3
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High performing, older, attractive, female employee (4 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 6.4
6.2
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 6.0
He/she performs essential duties. 5.9
Employee #4
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 7.0
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 7.0
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 5.9
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description.
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Low performing, younger, attractive, female employee (5 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
Employee #5
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 1.7
He/she performs essential duties. 4.2
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 3.8
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 3.8
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 3.8
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 3.6
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 3.6
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High performing, older, unattractive, female employee (6 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 6.4
6.2
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 7.0
He/she performs essential duties. 5.9
Employee #6
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 6.3
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 6.6
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 6.6
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description.
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High performing, older, unattractive, male employee (7 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 5.9
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 5.6
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 6.2
He/she performs essential duties. 6.0
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 6.4
Employee #7
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 6.4
 Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 7.0
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Low performing, older, unattractive, male employee (8 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
Employee #8
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 1.7
He/she performs essential duties. 4.2
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 3.8
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 2.9
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 2.7
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 3.6
 Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 4.6
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Low performing, older, unattractive female employee (9 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
Employee #9
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 7=never and 7=frequently.
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 2.7
He/she performs essential duties. 3.1
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 2.8
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 1.5
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 2.9
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 3.1
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 3.6
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High performing, younger, unattractive, female employee (10 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 4.5
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 4.1
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 4.5
Employee #10
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
4.1
He/she performs essential duties. 4.1
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 4.3
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description.
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 4.1
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High performing, younger, unattractive, male employee (11 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
Employee #11
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 7.0
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 7.0
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 5.9
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 6.2
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 7.0
He/she performs essential duties. 5.9
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 6.4
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Low performing, younger, unattractive, female employee (12 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
Employee #12
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
 Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 4.3
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 3.6
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 4.9
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 3.4
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 4.5
He/she performs essential duties. 4.8
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 3.4
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Low performing, older, attractive female employee (13 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 2.7
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 2.9
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 3.1
He/she performs essential duties. 3.1
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 3.1
Employee #13
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 2.5
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 3.6
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Low performing, younger, unattractive male employee (14 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
Employee #14
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The 
employee was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following 
results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 7=never and 7=frequently.
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 2.7
He/she performs essential duties. 3.1
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 2.8
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 1.7
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 2.9
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 3.1
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 2.7
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High performing, younger, attractive female employee (15 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently 
Employee #15
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 4.5
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 4.1
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 4.5
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 4.1
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 4.3
He/she performs essential duties. 4.1
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 3.9
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Low performing, older, attractive male employee (16 of 16): 
  
Never Frequently
He/she adequately completes assigned duties. 3.4
He/she performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 2.7
He/she fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description. 2.7
He/she performs essential duties. 2.9
He/she attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform. 3.4
Employee #16
Below are the average ratings for this employee regarding his/her engagement in workplace behaviors. The employee 
was rated by his/her supervisor and coworkers, and the ratings were averaged to give the following results. 
All ratings were based on a 7-point scale regarding the frequency of the employee’s engagement in the following 
behaviors, where 1=never and 7=frequently.
He/she engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance. 4.1
 Workplace Behaviors
1 7 Average 
Scores
He/she meets formal performance requirements of the job. 2.7
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APPENDIX I 
Pilot Outcome Ratings 
Instructions: Using the response scale below, circle the number which best represents 
each employee’s job performance. Be sure to match the employee number at the top of 
each performance appraisal to the employee numbers listed below when responding.  
 
        Low            Average                 High     
              Performing              Performing                Performing 
 
Employee #1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #11 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #13 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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                            Low              Average                 High     
              Performing               Performing                 Performing                                      
Employee #14 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #15 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #16 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #17 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #18 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #19 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #20 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX J 
Outcome ratings 
             Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements according to the  
        current employees’ year-end performance appraisal.  
 
                        This employee... 
 
  
1. Deserves to be 
promoted to a higher 
position with 
increased job 
responsibilities. 
Strongly      
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
2. Should be 
terminated or fired 
based on his/her 
current job 
performance. 
Strongly      
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
3. Should be demoted 
to a lower position 
with less 
responsibilities. 
Strongly      
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
   
 112 
 
  
 This employee... 
4. Is intelligent. 
Strongly      
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
5. Performs well on 
the job. 
Strongly      
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
6. Is highly qualified 
for their job. 
Strongly      
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
 
  Instructions: Please respond to the following question based on the employee’s year-end performance appraisal. 
 
  7. Employees in this position typically make $35,000-$45,000 per year. How much do you recommend that this  
  individual be paid? ________________________________ 
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APPENDIX K 
Physical Attractiveness, Age, and Gender Ratings 
 
Employee #1    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                         Very 
       Unattractive          Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #2    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                        Very 
       Unattractive                   Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #3    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
                      Very                        Very 
   Unattractive                               Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Employee #4    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
                         Very                          Very 
          Unattractive                               Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #5    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                       Very 
                 Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Employee #6    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
                       Very                       Very 
       Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #7    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
                          Very                        Very 
        Unattractive                   Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Employee #8    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                        Very 
        Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #9    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                        Very 
        Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #10    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
                       Very                        Very 
                  Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #11    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                       Very 
       Unattractive                  Attractive 
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     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #12    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                       Very 
         Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #13    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                        Very 
       Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #14    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
            Very                        Very 
       Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Employee #15    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
             Very                        Very 
       Unattractive                  Attractive 
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     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Employee #16    1. Age: ________ 
     2. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female 
     3. Physical attractiveness (using 1-7 scale below): 
             Very                        Very 
         Unattractive                  Attractive 
     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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